Co-creating with Federman by Nicholson, Kasper Allan et al.
Co-creating 
with 
Federman 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Group members: 
Mihai Alexandru Linnenbjerg Andrei 
Kasper Allan Nicholson 
Minerva Pietilä 
 
Supervisor: Camelia Elias 
Characters: 121.989
  
Abstract 
 
This project delves into author, critic and theorist Raymond Federman’s notions about 
what postmodern literature is, and what the most refined form of it, Surfiction, should 
entail. The project seeks to investigate the author-reader relationship as seen through 
Critifiction’s Surfiction propositions, as well as how we, ourselves as readers, make 
sense of, and interpret the text of Double or Nothing. This is done through the 
research philosophical assumptions of the postmodern ontology and epistemology, as 
well as the interpretivist axiology, in combination with the close-reading, 
deconstruction, and interpretation methods that allow us to use our interpretations of 
our findings as empirical data. Through our analysis we present examples of the 
reader’s responsibilities when understanding the textual structure of Double or 
Nothing in regards to the visual storytelling, and also how the author, Raymond 
Federman, is present within the metafictional levels of the book. The project also goes 
in depth about the four persons presented in the novel. Additionally, we interpret that 
there are in fact an additional two persons at play within the discourse of Double or 
Nothing, namely the physical author, that produced the book, and the co-creating 
reader that completes the text as it is read. As made evident by the analysis, the roles 
of author and reader are interlinked, in parts even equal, in the creation of a 
Surfictional piece of literature.
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1 – Introduction 
 
"Since the writer cannot escape his time, he must embrace it", writes Raymond 
Federman, novelist, critic and academic and the focal point of this project, in his 
Critifiction. As each era, genre and literary phenomenon seems to shape and justify its 
existence due to a particular need within readers (and writers) at a particular time, it is 
highly interesting to attempt to decipher what forms postmodern literature has taken – 
and more importantly, what the need for those quirks and continuations may have 
been. With such clear and unprecedented characteristic traits, it is as if the rise of 
postmodern literature mirrors a development within us that is equally distinctive and 
fresh. Why the sudden need for meta-level observations, and such profound and 
disarming questioning of everything we have long ago agreed upon being true, or 
valid, or accurate? And on top, how come the most appropriate execution of this is 
done with such seemingly sporadic means of, for instance, fragmentation and 
typographical oddities? 
 
As Federman suggests, perhaps everything has already been said, and with infinite 
amounts of information only a few clicks away at all times, we have become not only 
spoiled by the possibilities of knowledge, but also spoiled by its constant availability. 
Where the novel once served as a learning experience for its reader due to sheer 
factual value otherwise unobtainable, we now know it all, and if not, have the skills 
and resources to find it out. In addition, such a flow of information can exceed into a 
drowning flood, and therefore suffer from an inflation of sorts. Knowledge and 
knowledgeability are no longer virtues reserved to a chosen few. It is thus the next 
layer of thought that we begin to crave, the deconstruction and doubt of all that we 
know to be true. Why do we know what we know, and are those things to be known 
in the first place? Perhaps postmodern literature is a playing field on which we can 
question the structures of our world, that we have for so long considered as automatic 
truths and notions that have simply been blindly taken for granted, due to old common 
agreements. Equally, if all information is at anyone's disposal, we may feel a need to 
maintain and fulfill our own individual intellectual needs by taking this type of near-
nihilistic approach to reconsidering the concepts we view as common facts. It is the 
person who suddenly disagrees, who dissects a concept to its core and questions it, 
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that becomes interesting, and whether or not they end up arriving at a new conclusion 
or simply verifying the old one, the process in getting there has now become original, 
and the person's own. 
 
These notions are all our own speculations, and this project aims to delve deeper into 
all stated above. But indeed, when discussing postmodern literature, subjective 
speculation enjoys somewhat of a position of luxury. One key aspect of the essence of 
the subject at hand is the autonomy of the reader, after all, as the reader's role is 
highlighted in its importance when examining postmodern literature. As Federman 
states repeatedly, it is the reader and writer together that create a postmodern piece, 
which, along with its physical form, manifests itself in a unique reading experience 
and subsequent reality depending on each reader, their personal context and choices 
upon how they actually read the work. The author is no longer an authority, as the 
success, or lack of, rests ultimately on the shoulders of the receiver, the reader. And 
thus, instead of the position of the receiver, they quickly move into the position of co-
creator. This idea bodes well with the individualistic values we have grown to 
possess. As it is increasingly important for us to feel powerful within our own lives, 
we may also need it in our artistic experiences and in our literature. It does not seem 
fit to gather around one piece of work and admire it as a faceless mass of homogenous 
opinion – not only do we feel the need to disagree, we feel an urge to shape the work 
ourselves. A piece of literature of this kind does not truly come into existence until we 
have read it, and this is a powerful position for us as readers. 
 
On that note, we will adopt the position of legitimate and official commentator next to 
the academics and critics we present in the project. The pedestal we place ourselves is 
justified by no other than the object of our upcoming examination: Raymond 
Federman. As he states in Critifiction, "[the writer] will simply stand on equal footing 
with the reader in their efforts to make sense out of a language common to both of 
them – their collective efforts to give sense to the fiction of life." 
 
The quote is from Critifiction, specifically, a passage from a chapter titled Surfiction, 
in which Federman presents four propositions as to what he sees postmodern 
literature should aspire to be. It is this chapter, and the propositions it contains, that 
will enjoy the most attention for the duration of this project, as we begin to decipher 
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how a Surfictional piece of literature functions, and where it places its author and 
reader.  
1.1 – Problem Statement 
What purpose do the author and reader serve in Surfictional discourse, according to 
Raymond Federman, and how is this showcased in his novel Double or Nothing? 
 
1.1.1 – Sub-questions 
• Why does Raymond Federman’s novel Double or Nothing require the reader 
to play a vital role in the construction of the story? 
• How does Raymond Federman’s Critifiction, more specifically the Surfiction 
propositions, argue for the necessity for freedom of expression for the Author, 
in regards to what his book Double or Nothing portrays? 
• What is a Surfictional discourse, with and without the reader, and more 
importantly, where is the author present, in Double or Nothing? 
 
1.2 – Research Philosophy and Methodology 
1.2.1 – Introduction 
This chapter of the study aims to present and clarify, to the reader, the research 
philosophical approach towards the project due to the importance of its contribution 
to the methodological choices applied to this study.  
 
1.2.2 – Research Philosophy 
Research philosophy is per definition “(...) a system of beliefs and assumptions about 
the development of knowledge” (Saunders et al. 2015:124), and the benefits of 
utilizing a research philosophy within a study, is that the choice of research 
philosophy will base its knowledge on, and will influence, the understanding of the 
research questions (2015:124). Despite not always being obvious, it is the action of 
assumptions and beliefs, that shape the development of knowledge (124), which in 
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other words means that the nature of human knowledge affects how new knowledge is 
absorbed.  
 
Therefore, the choice of research philosophy, will also affect the interpretation and 
assessment of the data gathered throughout the process of writing the project (124). 
Furthermore, research philosophy explains the conscious and the unconscious 
choices, as well as what assumptions were made throughout the research (Crotty 1998 
in Saunders et al. 2015:124). Within the many variations of research philosophy, we 
have decided to adopt the postmodernism research philosophy within ontology and 
epistemology, and within axiology, the interpretivism research philosophy. 
 
 
Furthermore, it should be stated that within research philosophy, there are three levels 
of underlying assumptions, that in turn shape the postmodernism research philosophy, 
namely ontology, epistemology, and axiology (Saunders et al. 2015:127). 
 
Firstly, ontology is the reference to the assumptions about the nature of reality, and 
also the way in which one sees and studies the research material (2015:127). This 
study adopts the postmodern ontology, which should not be mistaken with the term 
‘postmodernism’ as described in the theoretical section of this report.  
 
The postmodern ontological assumption sets out “(...) to expose and question the 
power relations that sustain dominant realities” (Calás & Smirchich 1997 in Saunders 
et al. 2015:142). This is done through the deconstruction (taking apart) of those 
realities to look for instabilities, and for that which have not been discussed, to direct 
the focus to the “(...) absences and silences (...)” that are ‘untouched’ due to the focus 
on the dominant aspects of those realities (Derrida 1976 in Saunders et al. 2015:142). 
Deconstructionism can be applied to any forms of data, be it text, images, 
conversations or numbers (Saunders et al. 2015:142), however, this study takes its 
prime focus on deconstruction of texts. 
 
Furthermore, the postmodern ontological assumption specifies that there is no 
structure to the world, apart from that which we give it through language (2015: 142), 
and also “(...) that language is always partial and inadequate” (141), but only to the 
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point where that which is suppressed and excluded, gives privilege and emphasis to 
other aspects (141).  Therefore, the postmodern ontological assumption prides itself in 
the “(...) chaotic primacy of flux, movement, fluidity and change” (141), and in its 
foundationless sense of order (141). Consequently, it is important to remain reflexive 
about how the researcher's moral and ethical positions can affect both the thinking 
and writing of the project (Cunliffe 2003 in Saunders et al. 2015:142).  
 
To sum up, the postmodern research philosophy, on the ontological level, is the belief 
that the world appears through language, and is grounded in words; what is spoken of 
exists, and therefore, everything that exists is a text that can be read or performed. 
 
 
Secondly, the epistemology research philosophy takes its interest in assumptions 
about knowledge, and what is deemed ‘established’ and recognized knowledge, as 
well as how one might disseminate knowledge to others (Burrell & Morgan 1979 in 
Saunders et al. 2015:127). This study adopts the postmodern epistemology, so that the 
study might take its focus on the ‘hidden’ meanings of the texts selected for the 
project. Additionally, our focus on individual interpretations are also in focus, but 
while this epistemological approach originates in the interpretivist epistemology, the 
reasoning behind not choosing epistemological interpretivism, is due to postmodern 
epistemology does not seek to limit itself within its research philosophy - unlike 
interpretivism does. 
 
To sum up, postmodern epistemology knowledge cannot be an accurate account of 
what is the ‘truth’ due to meanings not being fixed; there is no independent reality, 
there are no facts, there are only interpretations. 
 
Thirdly, axiology is the research assumption grounded in the ethics and values that 
appear within the research process (Saunders et al. 2015:128).  This means that 
axiology is the research assumption that reflects on the role of our own values play in 
each stage of research conducted for the study (2015:128). This, can be argued, is the 
most vital research assumption for this study, as the interpretation will be highly 
based on the our values and beliefs, e.g. subjective meanings in interpretivist 
assumptions.  
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Therefore, it is crucial that we are aware of their axiologic research assumptions (as 
well as epistemological during interpretation), in order for those individual values to 
not affect the quality of the data extracted from material, and also when drawing 
conclusions from said data (128). More importantly, we must be aware “(...) that our 
values are the guiding reason for all human action” (Herron 1996 in Saunders et al. 
2015:128), and by not voicing these values, will constitute in a study that reveals no 
basis, or proof, about the judgment-calls made between picking one thing over 
another (Saunders et al. 2015:128). Clarity is the key word for axiology, and in being 
clear about the our values, it will also aid in making decisions about appropriate ethics 
within the decisions of a study (2015:128).  
 
This study decided to adopt the interpretivism axiology, which takes its emphasis in 
that “(...) humans are different from physical phenomena because they create 
meanings” (2015:140).  
 
Additionally, as different people have different cultural backgrounds, they will create 
different meanings when reading a text (140), where gender (male or female) will also 
impact the individual meaning outcome (141). Furthermore, the interpretivism 
axiology believes that the interpretation and insight from an individual's point of view 
is lost if generalizations and common experiences are utilized as the ‘only’ answer 
and norm (140).  
 
Therefore, interpretivism takes its focus on the subjective interpretation of data, e.g. 
text, and by utilizing this approach, the context of a new and richer understanding of 
data can emerge (140). Subsequently, the “(...) focus on complexity, richness, 
multiple interpretations and meaning-making (...)”, makes the interpretivist axiology 
explicitly subjective (141), which constitutes that’ “(...) own values and beliefs, play 
an important role in the research process” (141).  
 
By utilizing the interpretivist axiology, this study argues, both theoretically and within 
the research philosophy, for the importance and value of our own interpretations of 
the data gathered and assessed throughout this study, namely when dealing with 
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postmodern literature – where the gaps and holes in the texts demand and require 
thorough subjective interpretation.  
 
1.2.3 – Methodology 
 
As this study seeks to answer the questions in the problem formulation, it was first 
necessary for us to familiarize ourselves with a variety of literature that concerns itself 
with theory within postmodernism, and also by reading novels that carry 
postmodernistic traits. Additionally, the narrative tools of those novels will be 
assessed with the use of close-reading, so that we can select which literature will be 
best suited for the project. 
 
It should be mentioned, that the focus of this study takes its departure in the 
relationship between the author of the postmodern novel, and the reader's 
understanding of that novel. This is to say, that the empirical study of literature will 
be constituted of our (as readers) interpretations as findings.  
 
With this approach, the focus on the subjective meanings of the read literature will be 
utilized extensively throughout the project. Originally, the initial idea of the project 
was to do a comparative analysis and interpretation of two novels, but due to the time-
frame of the research a decision was made to stray from this, and instead ground the 
analysis in one single novel, namely Double or Nothing by Raymond Federman. 
 
Consequently, it was also decided to combine the interpretative analysis of Double or 
Nothing, with the emphasized definitions given to postmodern literature, from the 
very same author, through his book Critifiction.  
 
This ‘Federman focus’ of the study allows this study to do deconstructive reading of 
texts and perform in-depth investigations of anomalies, silences and absences (within 
that text), as well as take a researcher-subjective standpoint in regards to 
interpretation by focusing on the subjective opinions of Raymond Federman’s 
definition of the postmodern.  
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Furthermore, the Federman focus was decided on due to the stringent focus on 
multiple interpretations of reality, and it was therefore concluded that by focusing on 
a single author’s interpretation of reality, our own interpretations will be consistently 
situated in our research philosophical approach, when we were to write this project.  
 
By applying the method of deconstruction when taking apart texts to look for the 
hidden aspects of the text, and by pairing this method up with the method of 
interpretation, so that we might create meaning from what we find particularly 
significant, we are able to argue for our findings subjectively. 
 
To clarify, the subjective Meta approach of the literature selected allows this study to 
stray from the master-narratives, and instead present the research findings found 
through the ‘tutelage’ of Raymond Federman.  
 
 
2 – Theory 
2.1 – Introduction 
 
This section of the project aims to familiarize the readers with the theory and 
knowledge that is required for the analysis to take place, as well as presenting 
additional insight into the theoretical views of Raymond Federman.    
 
Firstly, by introducing what postmodern literature is, and by explaining what this 
literature looks like, with the addition of Raymond Federman’s comments on what his 
understanding of what postmodern literature is, we will take a closer look at what 
characteristics also play a vital role when speaking of postmodern literature. 
 
Secondly, a presentation of how the experimental novel in regards to being readable 
and unreadable, allows for the introduction of Federman’s Surfictional propositions as 
a theoretical approach. 
 
	   9	  
Lastly, a delimitation of what has not been included in the project will be elaborated 
on.  
2.2 – What Is Postmodern Literature? 
 
“Even though my fiction has often been labelled postmodern, and I have read many 
books written about postmodernism (for I am vain enough to search in every book for 
the mention of my name, but sardonic enough to mock my own eagerness), quite 
frankly I have never understood what Postmodernism was. Or as Beckett’s 
Unnamable once put it: To tell the truth, let us be honest at least, it is some 
considerable time since I last knew what I was talking about.” 
 
So writes Raymond Federman in Critifiction (1993:107). He certainly does not stand 
alone in his confusion, as defining postmodern literature is no easy feat – different 
theorists have different views, and with the ideas of postmodern authors themselves 
added to the mix, the result is a myriad, of sorts, of what appear to be opinions instead 
of undisputable and objective facts, or even seamless and solemn common 
agreements. In which category of concepts postmodern literature could be put before 
even the beginning of inspection is in itself unclear, as a genre it is not, and a 
movement it generally does not wish to be. Nevertheless, it is that: a predominant 
occurrence within literature that takes up a good number of decades within the 
literature of the twentieth and twenty-first century, in ways a revolutionary wave of 
new thought when reflecting on literature past, as well as that of the future. 
 
The word on its own provides an oxymoron of sorts: post referring to after, and 
modern implying current time. This is, upon reflection, quite appropriate and fitting, 
as the notion of time and space are in many cases the first to be swept up in the 
whirlwind of postmodern literature in action. Postmodern describes itself with its 
name as "after-contemporary", and indeed, the pages of a postmodern piece of 
literature convey, at once, the present, past and future, as well as several hypothetical 
possibilities of them all. 
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Brian McHale, an American literary theorist, who takes his interest in a range of 
fiction and poetics that focus on postmodernism and narrative theory, also 
acknowledges the impossibility of precisely defining the term. He, too, writes about 
postmodernism at length, most importantly in his Postmodernist Fiction. “Rather, 
postmodernism, the thing, does not exist precisely in the way that “the Renaissance” 
or “romanticism” do not exist", McHale writes. "There is no postmodernism 'out 
there' in the world any more than there ever was a Renaissance or a romanticism 'out 
there” (McHale 1987:4). Instead, postmodernism in literature only exists in its own 
discourse, as it is a construct which is able to be put together in a multitude of ways, 
and to present itself in different suits under different contexts and understandings. 
McHale himself cites a "superior construction of postmodernism" as being "one that 
produces new insights, new or richer connections, coherence of a different degree 
kind, ultimately more discourse, in the form of follow-up research, new 
interpretations, criticisms and refinements of the construct itself, counter-proposals, 
refutations, polemics" (1987:5). 
 
McHale also describes a shift in the dominant. Russian-American linguist and literary 
theorist Roman Jakobson has defined the dominant as the following: 
"The dominant may be defined as the focusing component of a work of art: it rules, 
determines, and transforms the remaining components. It is the dominant which 
guarantees the integrity of the structure (...) a poetic work [is] a structured system, a 
regularly ordered hierarchical set of artistic devices. Poetic evolution is a shift in this 
hierarchy (...) The image of (...) literary history substantially changes; it becomes 
incomparably richer and at the same time more monolithic, more synthetic and 
ordered, than were the membra disjecta of previous literary scholarship." (6). 
 
Based on this, McHale goes on to clarify that the dominant, which there can exist 
several of at once, diminishes and gets highlighted depending on "which questions we 
ask of the text, and the position from which we interrogate it" (6). What rises as the 
dominant in modern literature is the epistemological one – a notion of knowledge, and 
the continuous questioning of it: "What is there to be known?; Who knows it?; How 
do they know it, and with what degree of certainty?"(9) whereas postmodern literature 
is most characterized by the ontological dominant: “Which world is this? What is to 
be done in it? Which of my selves is to do it?”(10). It is the fusion of the 
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epistemological dominant with the ontological that can be seen to characterize 
postmodern literature, as "[i]n postmodernist texts, in other words, epistemology is 
backgrounded, as the price for foregrounding ontology"(11). 
 
The concept of Postmodernism has been addressed by many, and despite its own 
fashion of considering itself as a rebellion against norms, rules, conventions, 
schemata in short, this literary movement, in its manifestation, is making use of an 
array of tools and methods which can be found to be used throughout the works of 
many authors which are considered to be postmodern. Therefore the following 
characteristics have been found in postmodern texts, but are not a prerequisite for a 
text to be postmodern. Postmodernism should not be considered a genre defined by a 
set of rules, rather postmodernism should be seen as a movement seeking liberation 
from rules, a movement which aims at showing the things as they are, and not 
pretending to be something more. At its core, it stands for disruption and 
disenchantment, at putting what we took so far to be unitary, apart, and at breaking 
the pre existing meaning and allowing for a new understanding of the world by eyes 
freed from ideology. What we refer to as characteristics are in fact methods through 
which the postmodern author aims at achieving that. 
 
2.3 – What Does Postmodern Literature Look Like? 
With the definition and categorization proving this tricky and abstract, it may be 
indeed best to cast an eye on what the literature, in fact, looks like.  
 
Jean-Francois Lyotard's definition of postmodern literature reads as "incredulity 
towards metanarratives" (Georgetown 1993). The term, as explained by J.A. Cuddon 
in Dictionary of Literary Terms and Literary Theory is marked by "an eclectic 
approach, [by a liking for] aleatory writing, parody and pastiche" (Cuddon 2000 in 
Barry 2002:83).  
 
The eclectic can be seen in the use of fragmentation, in which no element (plot, time 
and space, characters) are sacred in their shape, but instead get more or less scattered 
throughout the pages of the postmodern piece of work seemingly lacking in 
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coherence. Fragmentation characterizes postmodernism as it is a favorite tool in 
declaring the nonexistence of a grand meaning.  Postmodernism took a different turn 
from modernism, and instead of trying to address fragmentation and chaos as 
something which needed to be fixed, it was embraced it as a tool. Rather, 
fragmentation is the literary manifestation of the chaos felt in the mind of writers. The 
grand narrative, just as well as the grand meaning and the coherence (of cause and 
effect rather than the readability) are dismantled by this process. Postmodern 
literature does not follow a grand purpose, an agenda by which to help make sense of 
things, instead it celebrates and truthfully reflects the so-called reality, the chaos. 
 
The randomness of aleatory elements are present in, for one, the visual layout of 
many postmodern works, which include play with images, typography and text 
placement. In Raymond Federman's Double or Nothing (1971), which will be 
inspected further as we get deeper into the project, is a prime example: when on one 
page, words form an hourglass-like shape, one another, a column of "ALARM 
CLOCKS" stacked one above the other disrupts an otherwise coherently readable text 
now pushed to the sides of it. These elements constitute the liberty with which 
postmodern pieces of literature function, and it is the essence of the freedom and 
simultaneous responsibility assigned to the reader – the piece may be read in 
whichever order, from whichever direction, and in whichever manner. 
 
Parody and pastiche can be seen coming to play in letting go of the omniscient 
narrator and, thus, resigning from a divine authority of sorts in both subject matter 
and its delivery. The real and the unreal lose their clear distinction and melt into one, 
and, as French writer Jean Baudrillard describes in his Simulations, everything loses 
depth and becomes mere surface, and when nothing is no longer real and everything 
becomes an image or portrayal, it then becomes "hyperreal" (Baudrillard 1994:2). 
This depthlessness is another important trait of the literature – everything is as it 
presents itself, and the way we have been previously conditioned to interpret, and 
look for hidden meaning, becomes all but a laughing stock when inspected through 
the postmodern lens. In addition, an element of undecidability is added to the mix – 
Andrew Bennett and Nicholas Royle give their take on a postmodern vocabulary 
presenting the most prominent occurrences in postmodern literature in Introduction to 
Literature, Criticism and Theory (1995), and state the following: "For the postmodern 
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[...] the suspension of the law on non-contradiction is endemic. [...] The postmodern, 
that is to say, does not simply reject the possibility of making decisions. Rather, it 
gives new attention to the value of the undecidable" (Bennett & Royle 1995:249). 
 
Bennett and Royle eventually summarize their descriptions on the postmodern under 
the concept of decentring, and indeed, it is the de-words that take up most space 
when discussing postmodern literature. It seems to deconstruct, displace, demystify 
and decenter both within its process, as well as its destination, both of which, of 
course, melt into one along the way. These quirks make postmodern literature the 
playing field for the mind that it is, a place out-of-this-world in its blinding proximity. 
Bennett and Royle agree: "In place of the centre, but not in its place, there is alterity, 
otherness, a multiplicity and dispersal of centres, origins, presences" (1995:256). 
 
The loss of the undisputable real makes postmodernism tricky ground for literary 
analysis and interpretation, as most of the interest targets the connection between the 
surface-level and the depth. If no underlying message exists, the text can only be 
accepted at face value. Similarly, when fundamental concepts such as reality, truth 
and history are, if not devalued, then overlooked by postmodern works, the result is 
often a gloomy universe of indifference, as what we traditionally see as enlightenment 
and the divine are moved away from in a statement-like manner. 
 
Furthermore, postmodernism can be seen to denounce a difference between high art 
and popular art, and instead revels in the combination of the sophisticated and the 
mundane. It is quite happy to appear both high-brow and low-key at the same time, as 
elements of different eras, genres and ideals may all come together in one postmodern 
piece – though often seemingly unapproachable in its stylistic eccentricities, it is not 
for the aesthetically elitist. 
 
2.4 – What Does Federman Say? 
As apparent from the quote at the beginning of this chapter, Raymond Federman 
admits he himself never quite understood the meaning of the term, and doubts that 
other people fully know what postmodernism entails either. He considers Samuel 
Beckett to have been the inventor of postmodern fiction, and the "moving immobility" 
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of his work the sum-up of the nature of it. "A Supreme Indecision", Federman calls 
postmodernism (Federman 1993:106), much like Bennett and Royle, as stated earlier. 
Whereas fiction acted previously as a representation of the real world, Postmodernism 
is, instead, a presentation of the difference between the real and the fictional. 
Federman describes Postmodernism as a "toy for all to play", but it is one that raises 
different emotions, as some find immense pleasure in what others see as apathy and 
emptiness. 
 
As all movements must come and go, Postmodernism, too, was and then was no 
more. Unlike other movements, though, that interrupt each other, Postmodernism 
destroyed itself with its own techniques. The essence of it made it impossible for it to 
survive. "Postmodern fiction," Federman writes, "experimented with death, or rather 
with its own death. It won." (1993:110). At the same time, he recognizes the death of 
Postmodernism having provided us all with a new chance of a rebirth - an opportunity 
he encourages us all to grasp. 
 
2.5 – According to Raymond Federman 
Having familiarized our reader with what postmodern literature is, what it looks like, 
and what Federman has to say about it, we will now be looking deeper into Raymond 
Federman’s ideas. We will introduce what he describes self-reflexive fiction as being, 
what the material of fiction has become, how imagination is being utilized by the 
author as the text is created, as well as what constitutes readability and unreadability 
within the new experimental novel, as written in Critifiction. Following the 
aforementioned points, the propositions of Surfiction from Raymond Federman’s 
Critifiction will be elaborated upon. 
2.5.1 – Self-Reflexive Fiction 
In order to abolish the distance between the reader and the author, the active 
engagement of the reader, in the process of self-reflexiveness, allows the reader to be 
fascinated not only by the tale (which will send him back to ‘reality’), but by telling 
of the tale (which will hold him in the ‘fiction’). This is done by using the tools 
(irony, parody, playfulness and digression), and being hard to distinguish from the 
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process of self-consciousness. On the other hand, self-reflexiveness creates a personal 
channel through which the reader is able to witness the dialogue between the author 
and the novel; whereas the self-consciousness approach only creates a window into 
the novel from the ‘real’ world. 
 
The new fiction’s use of self-reflection had a purpose which changed from 
denouncing itself as fiction, in order to establish itself as a genre, towards expressing 
a rupture from realism, naturalism, space and time; in short, a rupture from “modern 
reality” (Federman 1993:21). 
 
The new novel embodies a diverse set of tools and modalities of expression, but 
beyond this apparent chaos and individuality, the writing that form the new writing 
share a common goal: literary disruptions, by “bringing together the incongruous and 
even the incompatible opposed to the type of fiction based on metaphoric, and 
symbolic representation of reality” (1993:22). Another difference that set the new 
fiction apart from the traditional novel, is the fact that its focus is on the form, and not 
only content. The concrete, the visual, typography, topology, chaos, disorder, 
violence, incongruity of the text take the focus away from the story. 
 
The new novel was related to the Second World War and its preceding American 
events. 
The period which followed the Second World War was characterized by a novel 
which was very positive, and which did nothing, or little, to challenge or to criticize 
the American way of life. Besides producing a few novels which dealt with the 
absurdity of living a life after millions were massacred, these writers were so 
compliant with the state’s discourse that they were nicknamed the silent generation. 
At that time there was no difference between the public discourse and the novel; when 
Kennedy smiled, America was happy, when Kennedy’s voice was grave, America felt 
that they were in danger. It was not until Kennedy’s assassination and until the 
Watergate scandal went public that the people started to observe a difference between 
discourse and reality. Therefore, it was at that moment that the mistrust began to be 
expressed in all kinds of literature “but also in the novel as it establishes a new 
relation with reality and with history, a relation based on doubt” (25).  
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The effects of the onset of this mistrust can be seen as the emergence of the new 
fiction effects,  
“when the historical discourse is falsified as language, referential coherence collapses 
and becomes irrelevant. It is this idea that sets off the first wave of self-reflexiveness 
in the novel (between 1960 and 1968) when it questions but also mocks and parodies, 
with black humor, the official discourse, and even more so the historical discourse of 
America” (25). 
 
Furthermore, the way in which the novel questions the official story, is by having the 
protagonist try to create coherence in their lives; the author discusses reflexively as 
both protagonist and writer, and is willing to see the event in a new light, creating a 
hard to identify relationship between the “the teller or the told” (27). 
The emergence of a new kind of discourse, where the line between fact and fiction is 
being blurred by the breaking down of dichotomies of fiction, criticism, imagination 
and reflection, by having the author present in his fiction, usually under his own 
name. 
The new writing is making itself purposely difficult to read, as to denounce the 
language, and using it as a trap. The new writing consider syntax, grammar and all 
rules concerning language, but a system of oppression, making it nearly impossible to 
freely express from the beginning. That is why they treat language as a construct, 
which is just as relative and challengeable as any other event or fictitious product, 
“these works of fiction negate the symbolic power of that language so that it can no 
longer structure or even enslave the individual into a socio-historical scenario 
prepared in advances and replayed by the official discourse on television, in the mass 
media, in the political arena, and in literature” (33). 
 
2.5.2 – The Material of Fiction 
As fiction is an invention, it will be possible to make it as it develops and invent it on 
the spot. All and everything can be written now, and while pretending to tell the story 
the author can write the story of the writing of the story, and also how he feels about it 
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as he does writes it. Additionally, as the syntax is no longer there to bind him, he can 
enrich the pages with pictures, music or with silence by leaving the pages blank. 
 
Furthermore, as the story will be inventions made on the spot, the character will die, 
or at least the well defined, the one with a clear personality, set of values and moral 
traits. The character will not be tied to a gender, age, role, profession or other form of 
labeling and restraining.  
 
The character will be “as changeable, as volatile, as irrational, as nameless, as 
unnamable, as playful, as unpredictable, as fraudulent and frivolous as the discourse 
that makes them’’ (44). 
 
The character will become a Surfictional being, and will not be bound by anything: “ 
(...) it will be the language of humanity. Totally free, arbitrary, and disengaged, 
uncommitted to the affairs of the outside world to the same extent as the fictitious 
discourse in which it will exist” (45). 
 
Therefore the character will become a non-hero, a being of words whose only purpose 
is to perform the role it has in the fiction, which validates the character. This will 
destroy the reader's identification with the hero, but will allow the reader to create the 
fiction altogether, with the author. 
2.5.3 – Imagination as Plagiarism 	  
Critifiction argues that initially the signified and the signifier were identical, as 
writing was only recording the meaning of talking. However this understanding 
changed when it was realized that writing is creating meaning rather than recreating, 
re-reading or re-summarizing. Therefore certain changes had to occur: 
 
There are to be no more dichotomies “For if there were a good, a right, a correct 
meaning in the world, as we were led to believe for centuries, it was so simply 
because we submitted blindly and passively to the notion of its preexistence.” (49-50). 
 
The text becomes a pre-text as it only becomes complete when it is read. Therefore, 
the readers input is crucial in creating the final text, and as Federman says: “Reading 
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then is no longer simply to submit, to obey certain rules of logic and semantic. As if 
one were absorbing meaning (as one absorbs food); reading means learning to read a 
text while reading it, and in so doing making it pregnant with meaning: it is reading 
that renders a text meaningful.” (50), which further elaborates on why fiction is an 
unfinished and infinite discourse. 
 
We are born from the discourse, we are exposed to discourse all of our lives, and it is 
impossible to differentiate between when our own discourse is ours and when we are 
borrowing, and thereby plagiarizing. The author proposes the term playgiarising, as to 
show that we are aware that we do not know whether we are writing our own stories 
or if we are stealing them. Therefore all works of art are plagiarized; all but the first 
one, which is lost. Therefore, imagination cannot invent anymore and have to change 
its purpose towards: imagination imagines itself imagining (54-55). 
 
The notion of knowing is being influenced as well. It changes from being equivalent 
with linking the object with the world into a sphere where subject, object and frame 
interact altogether. Therefore the teller, the told and the discourse story are no longer 
distinguishable in the Surfictional discourse. 
 
The lack of originality, as all that is written is plagiarized, and everything that could 
be said has been said, signify that the author is no longer the owner of his discourse 
and therefore it signifies the death of the author. Moreover, with the use of self-
reflexive writings, the author is unmasking himself as an impostor, and further 
destroys the myth of the creator. “Furthermore, by reflecting upon himself, by 
revealing its innermost secrets (its mechanism, it imperfections, its deficiencies, but 
also its possibilities), contemporary literature drops its mask and exposes its own 
fraudulence. It reveals that there is nothing sacred or original about the literary 
creation, and that the writer’s imagination is not unlimited and endless, but merely 
imitating, parodying, mimicking, repeating, replaying, plagiarizing in other words “ 
(Federman 1993:58). 
 
Another change, implies that fiction should not be differentiated by conventional 
genres, but rather by its interplay with the reader, fiction is therefore not to be found 
within the texts of a given conventional type, but instead within virtual and diffuse 
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within the language itself. That is, in the relationship between author and writing, 
reading and reader, and even more generally in the play of all communication. And as 
there is no originality, and all is plagiarism, all fiction is then displacement. When a 
writing choses to make use of visual displacement, it is nothing new, just a difference 
in form.  
 
In conclusion, the meaning of fiction is not the creation of something new, but rather 
leading to a new perception of something pre-existent. Moreover, what is meant to be 
perceived might not be the same with what is, in fact, perceived. Imagination is not 
dead, what is dead is the old perception of the interrelation of author and imagination, 
and what has changed, is the property of creation, which leaves the author to reach the 
reader. 
2.5.4 – The Experimental Novel 
 
Soon enough, any new and innovative novel was wrongfully deeded 'unreadable' by 
critics. It is desired to have a familiar literature, which does not disturb the status quo, 
hence readable and non experimental. The readable novel is a “text of please: the text 
that contents, fills, grants euphoria, the text that comes from culture and does not 
break with it, is linked to a comfortable practice of reading” (Federman 1993:71). 
 
On the other hand, the experimental, the unreadable novel is a “Text of bliss: the text 
that imposes a state of loss, the text that discomforts (perhaps to the point of a certain 
boredom), unsettles the reader’s historical, cultural psychological assumptions, the 
consistency of his tastes, values, memories, brings to a crisis his relationship with 
language” (Federman 1993:71). 
 
Therefore, as readability sends the reader back to reality, and as that reality has been 
sanctioned as moral, it means that the unreadable text is immoral. At the same time, 
by association, if the novel denounces what is publically accepted truth it will be 
judged as immoral “Deny reality, cut off the referential paths to reality, and your 
novel will be declared unreadable, and to be unreadable these days is immoral” 
(Federman 1993:72). 
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2.6 - Surfiction 
 
"It will neither be good nor bad, true nor false, beautiful nor ugly. It will simply BE, 
and its primary purpose will be to unmask its own fictionality, to expose the metaphor 
of its own fraudulence and simulacrum, and not pretend any longer to pass for reality, 
for truth, or for beauty." 
- Raymond Federman on Surfiction (1993:39). 
 
While many may say the novel is dead in its inability to offer material that is original 
in content, or that writing fictions is no longer possible with nothing new to write 
about, Federman, however, sees one type of fiction still full of possibility and 
purpose: the kind that attempts to study itself and question the very things it is made 
of, "the kind of fiction that reveals man's playful irrationality rather than his righteous 
rationality" (Federman 1993:37).  Surfiction is Federman's name for the fiction, which 
brings forth the fiction within reality. Claiming that nothing exists outside the 
language used to describe it, Federman goes on to state that living itself is only true 
when comprehended and acknowledged. Thus, writing can be a means to "produce" 
meaning and create a reality for itself, within itself and using itself. Instead of 
considering fiction and reality one and the same, and the former a representation of 
the latter, Federman calls for an autonomous approach from fiction, underlining the 
fundamental difference between the real and the written, and, importantly, a 
presentation of it. Federman wishes for duality to be banished in all its forms, as 
Surfiction should only be, as it is, revealing its own non-realness while staying away 
from judgments such as the contrasts of good and bad, beautiful or ugly. 
 
Federman presents four propositions, as to what Surfiction is, should be, and what it 
represents. In the first, he describes the reading of fiction as being "restrictive and 
boring" when done in a straight-forward and linear manner, and asks for the writer to 
reinvent the reading mechanics by making use of typographical and topographical 
tools (Federman 1993:40). The reader is to have freedom and ownership in creating 
their own reading experience, and should have the chance of being active in their 
decision-making while reading. Syntax, therefore, is seen as too fixed and 
domineering. Federman proposes that we find new ways for looking at and placing 
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words and sentences on the page, which in itself should also be able to change form in 
accordance with the piece. Paginal syntax is to overrule the traditional grammatical 
syntax, and this way the reader can exercise their freedom of experiencing the fiction 
and its language. Federman goes on to emphasize the role of the reader as being a key 
component in the existence of a piece of fiction, as well as the writer. However, he 
also brings the written word itself into the foreground – we must remember all that 
writing can do, not only in content, but also in style, lack of style, and mostly, in self-
awareness. 
 
The second proposition delves into the shape of fiction. Federman describes life as 
being "always discontinuous and chaotic because it is never experienced in a straight 
line or an orderly fashion", and reminds us that narration following a linear pattern is 
therefore also inadequate (Federman 1993:42).  Elements within a novel should 
appear without restriction regarding time and space, as this will enable the reader to, 
again, create their own reading experience by reading the work in the way they 
please. Surfiction should live freely within and around itself, forwards and back, and 
both at once. It should be a representation of its own self, rather than a portrayal of 
something outside. As Federman says, "fiction will become the metaphor of its own 
narrative progress, and will establish and generate itself as it writes itself (Federman 
1993:43). 
 
The material of the fiction is dealt with in the third proposition, and this, to 
Federman, are the writer's subjective experiences, which result in invention, distorted 
illusions, since if fiction is fundamentally the product of the writer's own views and 
experiences, then no reality can exist outside of it. Within the telling of a story lies the 
telling of the telling of the story, and nothing should be left unexpressed. Meaning lies 
also within the lack of telling: the space on the page not filled by text could and 
should also be put into use. Federman suggests that the writer use visual elements on 
the page, or just leave the space untouched, as that which is not said is also a key 
point in writing. Simultaneously, that, which is, does not necessarily convey anything 
true. 
 
The reader will also recreate the stories he reads as the writer as he writes – when the 
piece has total autonomy, the reader will no longer have to identify with its characters 
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or make sense of the content as if something outside of them. Federman describes 
fictitious characters as becoming 'word-beings', creatures as fickle and ever-changing 
as the discourse that is able to form them. This, in turn, will make them even more 
true. 
 
The fourth and final proposition tackles the meaning of fiction, and states that 
Surfiction will appear to lack meaning, in that it will appear capricious, inconsistent 
and illogical. This is, however, deliberate and important. Room for interpretation will 
always remain, and the discourse will stay open, as all of the factors creating the 
reading experience are present and active, these being from the writer to the page and 
the reader. As Federman says, "no longer entrapped into the suspension of credibility, 
the reader will be the one who extracts, invents, creates an order and a meaning for 
the creatures and the material of fiction" (Federman 1993: 46). The writer and the 
reader will be equal, and their efforts weigh the same. Once again, not only will 
fiction mean, it will simply be as well. 
 
Federman declares the Surfiction essay a manifesto – one that must be read and 
absorbed as a whole, and then either digested or spat back up in its entirety. A 
manifesto, he says, is not to be argued with. For the purpose of academia, we will do 
so anyway, and, with Federman's blessing, consider our own opinions valid as per 
default, as we assume position on the "equal footing" to Federman he introduces us to 
himself. Do his notions hold water in general, and more interestingly, do they come 
into fruition in his own creative work? What are the reasons and consequences of his 
points of departure, and why? In examining his novel Double or Nothing from the 
perspective of his own notions, we are soon to find out. 
 
2.7 – Delimitation 
 
This study involved the use of literature primarily from Raymond Federman. This 
decision was made so that we could see how Federman’s late theory of Critifiction 
would be applied to his debut novel Double or Nothing, and also, being an author, 
literary critic and academic, he is in an interesting cross-road of positions. 
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This study chose not to focus on a myriad of different theorists and novels, as we 
deemed it necessary to rather have an in-depth focus of the author-reader relationship 
between the reader and Raymond Federman, as he is our focus and point of interest. 
We do not go to great lengths to mention every detail that has helped to form 
postmodernism, as this would largely have been a historical approach that would have 
lead the focus astray from our focus on the author-reader relationship. We chose not 
to gather qualitative data in regards to how other readers understood the literature e.g. 
using focus groups, and this choice was made due to the time frame required to gather 
interpretations of a full novel. Furthermore, as Surfiction says, one thing is not better 
than the other, and thus, a smaller sample is enough, as we did not need 
interpretations beyond our own. We are aware that the parts of the literature that we 
find particularly interesting in our close-reading, leaves us with a lot of things that are 
untouched in the text – we do not criticize Double or Nothing, we adopt it. Moreover, 
we refrained from using a counterpiece to Double or Nothing, in the shape of another 
novel, where we could have done a comparative analysis of these two novels. As our 
research philosophy grants us the ability to voice our own subjective experiences with 
the text, we chose to focus on our thoughts about Double or Nothing – in short, 
limiting ourselves to mainly looking at Federman, through the lens of Federman.  
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3 – Analysis 
3.1 – Introduction 
 
This segment of the study, after getting the reader acquainted with the background of 
Raymond Federman and nature of his first novel Double or Nothing,  will take its 
departure in the analysis of the novel, and then see how our findings fare against what 
Federman’s Surfictional propositions say in Critifiction. 
 
Firstly, we will be taking a look at the visual aspects that appear throughout Double 
or Nothing, the choices made by the author visually, textually, and otherwise, so that 
we can look for notions of the author-reader relationship in the Surfictional discourse.  
 
To do so, it is important that we look beyond how the text is written and how it is 
read, which is particularly interesting as the author has specifically chosen ways to 
portray his words, and when the reader’s read the author’s words, the understanding 
and digestion of the author’s choices appear as the reader makes sense of and 
interprets the text. 
  
Furthermore, we will examine the multifaceted ways in which Federman makes use of 
his Surfictional principles, and state the way in which the reader comes into play with 
the text. In particular, as we are also readers, we will become the reader to make the 
meaning there may potentially be to be made. 
 
By utilizing these three approaches to analysis, with the elements of Federman’s 
Double or Nothing, we will step into the space that allows us to see how we, the 
reader, interact with the author. 
 
We will also be analyzing the metafictional characteristics of Double or Nothing, so 
that we can investigate the multiple levels that are at play in the book, and also how 
these narratives communicate with one another across the different levels of the book. 
This allows us to look for the author’s presence within his word-beings, which will be 
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related back to what Federman’s Surfictional notions have to say about how these 
word-beings tell their stories. Additionally, we want to point out that there are 
illogical aspects to performing this metafictional communication between the 
narratives, so we can pinpoint the role of the reader, in conjunction with how the 
reader and author co-operate with each other throughout the text. To elaborate, we 
will be investigating how the reader will search for the author through the subtle 
mentions and similarities that the author holds with his Surfictional word-beings. 
 
Lastly, by extension we will take an even closer look at how the author is hiding in 
his novel in more ways than one, and what it requires of the reader to find the author, 
as well as how the readers can place themselves within the discourse.   
 
2.2 – Raymond Federman 
 
Raymond Federman was born in Montrouge, France, on the 15th of May in 1928. 
When he died in San Diego, California, on the 6th of September in 2009, he was one of 
the most distinguished and celebrated French-American academics and novelists, best 
known for his postmodernist fiction, but also a poet, critic and translator. 
 
Federman’s early years were spent hiding from the Nazis in the South of France. His 
parents and sisters had died in Auschwitz, but he had escaped by hiding in a tiny 
closet in the family house. He later wrote about this experience in The Voice in the 
Closet, a 20-page novel in one sentence. 
 
In 1947, Federman moved to the United States.  He served in the U.S. army in Korea 
and Japan for several years and then earned a bachelor’s degree in French from 
Columbia University, New York, in 1957.  For his graduate studies he moved to the 
University of California at Los Angeles where he got his MA degree in 1958 and a 
PhD in Comparative Literature in 1963. His doctoral dissertation was on Samuel 
Beckett. After that, Federman taught for a short while at the University of California, 
Santa Barbara, and then moved to Buffalo, New York, in 1964, and worked there 
until his retirement in 1999. He taught both French and Comparative Literature at the 
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state University of New York at Buffalo. He was awarded the title of Distinguished 
Professor in 1990, and held the Melodia E. Jones Chair of Literature until his 
retirement. A year later, in 2000, he was appointed as Distinguished Emeritus 
Professor. 
 
Raymond Federman was a writer who wanted to push the boundaries of literature 
with his writing. His avant-garde style sought to break the barrier between fiction and 
reality. He was also a Holocaust writer and a radical thinker, whose influence could 
be felt widely, not only because his works have been translated into many languages, 
but also through the lectures that he gave in numerous universities, both in the U.S. 
and in many countries overseas. 
 
Federman was a bilingual writer, just like Beckett had been. He wrote mostly in 
English but also in French, and he also translated his own texts into the other 
language. Moreover, he was well known as a literary theorist, and wrote, for example, 
Critifiction: Postmodern Essays (1993) in which he examined how a new type of 
fiction (which he called Surfiction) had emerged. His novels include Double or 
Nothing: A Real Fictitious Discourse (1971), Take It or Leave It: An Exaggerated 
Second-Hand Tale to Be Read Aloud Either Standing or Sitting (1976), The Twofold 
Vibration (1982), and Smiles on Washington Square: A Love Story of Sorts (1985). 
His last novel, Shhh: A Story of Childhood, was published posthumously in 2010. 
Many critics find Federman’s unorthodox style difficult, as he deliberately avoided 
conventional storytelling techniques, and often employed multilayered narratives and 
provocative, shifting perspectives. However, as Di Leo (2009) states, his influence is 
significant on a number of discourses which include “translation studies, Jewish 
studies, Holocaust studies, bilingual studies, Beckett studies, cultural studies, 
philosophy of language, postmodern theory, body criticism, critical theory, identity 
studies, narrative theory, trauma studies, philosophy of literature, and autobiography 
theory, among others” (Di Leo 2009:2). 
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2.3 – Double or Nothing 
Double or Nothing, Raymond Federman's debut novel published in 1971, is an 
example of a concrete novel, where diverse levels of narration overlap, jump over 
each other and place themselves in juxtapositions and often seemingly incoherent 
continuations of positions. A prominent feature on the pages of the novel are their 
outward appearance: Federman uses a wide array of visual effects in typography and 
layout, molding the text into shapes, sculptures or streams of words infested with 
capricious spaces. 
 
Different levels of time, space and reality intertwine, when deciphering the story of a 
young Jewish man having survived the holocaust, and at the same time, the narrator 
of this story contemplates the telling of the story itself. The text reflects upon itself 
continuously, at times contradicting itself into oblivion – all this while nurturing and 
unraveling the processing of a traumatic life experience of the holocaust survivor, the 
protagonist. 
 
In its construction, Double or Nothing defies all linearity, chronology and order we 
have grown accustomed to in literature. The first thing we encounter when opening 
the book is, contrary to what one might think, not the beginning. Instead, the first 
pages contain something that introduces itself, as if to illustrate a point, as: "THIS IS 
NOT THE BEGINNING" (Federman 1971:0). The plot of the novel is found on these 
pages, and remaining, some three-hundred pages, illustrate the process and experience 
of that which is described in the preface. Even those words are not straightforward, as 
the text comments on itself constantly. A bold-faced text runs interconnected with the 
initial one, clarifying, assessing and, at times, ridiculing it. 
 
After such a beginning, which is in fact not a beginning at all, we get to the novel 
itself (this we will examine further ahead). The events and instances described in the 
non-beginning are put under a magnifying glass, twisted, turned and distorted in 
numerous different recounts of them. One detail, such as that of toilet paper, becomes 
an anchor in this outlandish process of numerous unpredictable discourses, and 
suddenly we find ourselves reading a page full of French. Meanwhile, although the 
surface of the sea of the fiction is filled with, in parts, hilarious and seemingly 
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ridiculous elements, an undercurrent of pain and solemnness runs throughout the 
novel, as the obsessive narration of abstract life experiences projected onto small and 
manageable details brings forth a certain desperation and restlessness. 
 
One does not quite dare to place Double or Nothing in any certain category – it falls 
into a genre quite of its own making. Perhaps strictly autobiographical, perhaps 
entirely make-belief, the novel pokes fun at the carefully constructed notions we hold 
in regards of what literature is, and what purposes different kinds of literature are, 
resolutely, supposed to serve. Knowing the background of Raymond Federman, the 
setting and plot of the book sound familiar, but then again, it is Federman himself 
who dedicates paragraphs and pages to discussing "the fiction of life" in his 
Critifiction. While the principle of Double or Nothing is that it simply is what it is, it 
is simultaneously extremely hard to take at face-value, while face-value still being the 
only possible option the reader keeps returning to. 
 
It is through Double or Nothing that we wish to examine Federman's principles 
regarding Surfiction in action. A novel that criticizes itself along its own pages, 
written by a literary critic more than willing to critique and contradict, if not nullify, 
his own works at any given time, already challenges its reader in its entire existence. 
As Double of Nothing's mission seems to be to derail our regular approach to the 
concept of a novel, in studying certain aspects of the piece, we hope to obtain a clear 
understanding on firstly, whether or not Federman follows his own advice, and 
secondly, what the value, reasons and consequences of this are. 
 
2.4 – Visual Storytelling in Double or Nothing 
 
The visual characteristics of Double or Nothing are ever-moving and unpredictable, 
an entire dimension to Federman's storytelling, and the first thing to catch the reader's 
eye. Creative play with typography and placement of text on the page shift the 
reader's focus from one place to another. It is as if these tools and tricks are there to 
serve as guides, but also as disturbances – the reader is, on one hand, given the 
freedom and autonomy Federman talks about in Critifiction, but on the other they also 
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at times get bombarded with visual elements to the extent that the shift of focus 
becomes involuntary.   
 
This, of course, represents the very fiction of life that Federman calls after. "[I]f we 
agree that life is never linear, that in fact life is always discontinuous and chaotic 
because it is never experienced in a straight line or an orderly fashion, then similarly 
linear, chronological, and sequential narration is no longer possible" (Federman 
1993:42) Federman writes, and indeed, the entirety of Double or Nothing follows this 
principle – while the plot itself is somewhat given away in the non-beginning of the 
book, the rest of its pages are filled with typographical quirks, sentences running in all 
sorts of directions, and these elements work in creating an experience bigger than the 
sum of its parts. 
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(Federman 1971:50.0) 
 
When looking at the example above, the notion of the trips up and down the staircase 
(which the writer calculates meticulously in order to best concoct a plan on providing 
himself with as large of an amount of noodles as efficiently as possible) becomes 
quite concrete. In portraying the journey in such visual manner, the reader creates 
their own mental experience of climbing and ascending the steps. They become both 
monotonous and draining, as the eye itself gets exhausted, assuming each "UP" and 
"DOWN" is actually consciously read. They doubtedly are, however, that being in 
itself fitting, as the continuous act of moving from one step another quickly becomes 
a blur when actually happening. The realization of "! WOW! that's exhausting!" is 
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located at the top of the stairs in the image, and in truth it is at the top of the stairs 
when exhaustion hits – after having made one's way up, and while gazing at the 
journey about to begin when going down. It is a moment in the life, one that we all 
encounter regularly and therefore recognize, and such a way of portraying it creates 
an instant feeling of familiarity. 
 
The image also refers to the character's sense of impending doom while envisioning 
the numerous trips up and down the staircase. When faced with a seemingly daunting 
task, we tend to construct plans, escape routes and blueprints of situations, and the 
above example is that of a mental one being written out. And indeed, while the 
narrative of Double or Nothing seems to follow a stream of consciousness -like a 
myriad of thoughts and flashes of experiences, it is when contemplating practical 
things, such as the purchasing of noodles, that the narrative suddenly halts in order to 
analyze and examine the case in multiple ways and from a great deal of perspectives. 
But why such a choice? We assume Federman to be writing from personal 
experience, and it is the minute moments and small, vivid details that comprise our 
experiences and memories. When looking back on a major event in our lives, we do 
tend to recall elements that often seem irrelevant to the experience, but is is those 
smaller associations that make the larger comprehensible and manageable for the 
human mind. When faced with the abstract, we grasp for the concrete. 
 
Returning to the quote a few paragraphs above, the following example shows an 
example of the text being a playing ground for the reader in creating a unique reading 
experience: 
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(Federman 1971:56) 
 
Right before, the writer has prepared to set up a story, and the example here 
showcases how the story may be told in a way that honours both the writer's intention, 
and also, again, Federman's thoughts on narrative (or non-narrative) storytelling. The 
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elements of this 'story' are all laid out for the reader to take advantage of, to cut, glue 
and comprise in a way of their own choosing.  
Therefore, the story to be created is exactly that, yet to be created. What it eventually 
ends up being, and what it ends up communicating, is, here, entirely in the hands of 
the reader, as the final result will take form in accordance to what elements the reader 
decides to approach first. In addition, the same reader may return to the elements at a 
later point, and construct a new story entirely. 
 
As indeed, much like each reader him or herself, no story, when à la Federman, is the 
same from one day, one moment, and one sitting to another. In pondering yet again 
why Federman makes creative choices such as this, we find ourselves back at the root 
of his principles: "No longer acting as a mirror being dragged along the path of 
reality, Surfiction will now reproduce the effects of the mirror acting upon itself. It 
will not be a representation of something exterior to it, it will be a self-representation. 
Surfiction will be self-reflexive. That is to say, rather than being the stable image of 
daily life, Surfiction will be in a perpetual state of redoubling upon itself in order to 
disclose its own life — THE LIFE OF FICTION" (Federman 1993:43). The purpose 
of his writing is not to obey or honour reality, it is to question it instead, to embark on 
a quest of deconstructing and reconstructing life into fiction – and the way to go about 
this is to start with deconstructing and reconstructing the fiction itself. 
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2.4.1 – Noodles 
 
 
(Federman 1971:no pagination) 
 
Much of Double or Nothing seems to revolve around noodles. The text jumps from a 
variety of scenes to noodles, calculating noodles, contemplating buying them or 
simply considering their existence. At times, they word runs across the page in a 
wavy pattern (as if illustrating itself on the go), and every now and then, as if when 
moving to one chapter of sorts to another, an entire page is dedicated to a noodle 
theme, such as the example above. Why the spotlight? While some justification may 
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lie in the notion of the human mind finding solace and understanding in details, no 
matter how nonsensical, rather than large arches and abstract concepts or events, the 
effect of the ever-present noodle is, in addition, both funny and sobering at once. The 
reader is confronted with the ridiculousness of noodles, and perhaps subsequently that 
of the story, or possibly the reader itself. The effect is, at first, humorous, as if poking 
fun of 'grand notions' we have grown accustomed to in literature, and quickly after 
turns into a feeling of insignificance: when discussing the Holocaust, it is still 
something as trivial as noodles that seems to embody it all, or rather, when expression 
of 'important matters' fails, we find ourselves, yet again, on the level of the mundane. 
When contemplated, this is a fundamental struggle of the human mind, especially in 
the current times of an overflow of information and entertainment, both of these being 
often communicated through spectacle and scandal. This renders us numb, as being 
inspired at a constant frequency means no new notion can remain special for more 
than a moment. 
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2.4.2 – Blank Space 
 
(Federman 1971:238.00) 
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As stated when describing Surfiction, Federman emphasizes the freedom blank spaces 
on a page offer. The author is welcome to insert images, diagrams, or other elements 
to enhance the storytelling with the appropriate tools, or equally decide on entirely 
inappropriate ones, as no restrictions exist in the producing of Surfiction. Similarly, 
"... he can simply leave those spaces blank, because fiction is much what is said as 
what is not said, since what is said is not necessarily true, and since what is said can 
always be said another way" (Federman 1993:44). It is the blank spaces of Double or 
Nothing that illustrate the essence of Surfiction: everything is to be questioned, even 
the act of writing itself is not to be trusted. Or perhaps especially the act of writing, as 
the circular self-awareness and the questioning and reconsidering of it mark Double 
or Nothing page after page. Perhaps the purpose of this is to showcase how nothing 
may in fact mean much more than something. While we are constantly searching for 
meaning and value in life, and create hierarchies for the world based on these, it may 
be our literature which should guide us elsewhere, and again, remember to question to 
things we consider undisputable facts. Why couldn't nothing be placed higher on the 
scale of value than something? At this day and age, a pause is a rare occurrence, and 
the few that happen are seen as in-between actions, non-moments not even filling but 
rather emphasizing the space between one 'important task' and another. The blank 
spaces on the page can be seen as a counter-statement to this line of thinking, and 
again we return to noodles: filling such a space with something so provocatively 
unimpressive is, perhaps, a successful effect in guiding the reader down back to an 
ever-present reality, that is, ultimately, though often grave and at other times 
magnificent, quite silly. 
 
It is to be noted that the page number of the example in question is 238.00, the page 
being precedented by page 238, and followed one without any number at all. It is only 
then that we proceed to page 239. This in itself can be seen as quite a statement – 
while this deep into the book we have grown accustomed to the idea of linear 
narration being long-gone, the page numbers have run in the way we expect them to. 
Here, however, we are presented by two pages, which, in effect, do not even exist, as 
they have been denied access to the chronological order of numbered pages in the 
novel: the only thing serving as an anchor of the parameters we do use regard 
necessary in consuming a novel. Or perhaps the pages are no more or less 
insignificant than the rest of the book's content. This, then, can only mean that we are 
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indeed now forced to abandon even the notion of page numbers, and yet again, the 
literature succeeds in devaluing and demystifying the concepts we consider true and 
hold in a regard high enough to base our approach to the world in general on. In a 
similar fashion, the pages of the beginning that is not the beginning are numbered 0-
000000000.0, again signaling a nothingness. Yet, the story, or plot, of the book is 
found on those pages. Are we not supposed to take them into consideration? It is as if 
the story in its content is considered less valuable than the process and self-reflexive 
study of it, which is what takes up the novel in itself. And that is, in essence, what 
Federman claims with Surfiction: the literature being nothing but a discourse-upon-
discourse, or, as Federman writes: "Surfiction will be seemingly devoid of meaning, it 
will be deliberately illogical, irrational, irrealistic, non sequitur, digressive, and 
incoherent. And of course, since the Surfictional story will not have a beginning, 
middle, and end, it will not lend itself to a continuous and totalizing form of reading. 
It will refuse resolution and closure. It will always remain an open discourse – a 
discourse open to multiple interpretations" (Federman 1993:46). 
 
An aspect of the visual forms of expression certainly brings an element of 
experimentation to mind. In its unconventionality, the novel breaks boundaries, often 
in a tongue-in-cheek manner. As elaborated on earlier, Federman himself writes in 
Critifiction, that no self-respecting novelist will ever purposefully embark on writing 
a novel for experimentational purposes, or an experimental novel. Instead, the author 
simply writes in the only way available to him – in a sense, all text justifies itself in 
simply having been written in the first place. When examined through the perspective 
of this kind of philosophy, nothing in Double or Nothing, nor any other piece of 
literature for that matter, can be questioned in regards of the issue. However, one 
could also argue that among the goals and purposes of what Surfiction suggests, is a 
sense of laissez-faire in regards of decisions within discourse. If the reader is the final 
component in creating the literary experience, then the author can do nothing but 
experiment, to throw in elements the effects of which one cannot be sure of until they 
have been read and thus co-created into their finality, which, in turn, will never quite 
be final, as the character of Surfiction is a journey never to reach a destination. 
 
To summarize, through the examples showcased from Raymond Federman’s Double 
or Nothing, in regards to the visual aspects of the text formed by the author of the 
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book, we have argued for the necessity for looking beyond the text have been written, 
and also how it is read and interpreted by the reader. In addition, the surfictional 
propositions of Raymond Federman’s Critifiction have been paired up with the 
analysis to further showcase how we, as readers, interact and play a role in 
understanding and making sense of the text. 
 
We will now be turning to the analysis of the metafictional aspects that are present in 
Double or Nothing with the investigation of the multiple narratives, the author’s 
presence within his word-beings, as well as point out the interplay between the author 
and reader with excerpts of the book. Furthermore, the metafictional analysis of 
Federman’s Double or Nothing will (as in the previous part of the analysis) also 
include, what Federman’s Critifiction has to say about the Surfictional propositions 
when paired up with the excerpts picked for the analysis of what role the reader, and 
the author, hold in the discourse. 
 
2.5 – Metafiction 
When speaking of metafiction, it is important to understand that meta may come in 
many shapes and sizes. Therefore, before jumping into the analysis of metafiction, as 
it appears (or does not appear) in Raymond Federman’s Double or Nothing, a few 
varieties of what metafiction can be in literature will be listed, so that it will become 
clear for the reader, as to what the analysis of excerpts takes its basis in. 
Metafiction can be: 
• A novel about a person that is also writing a novel. 
• A story that addresses specific conventions of story, e.g. title, paragraphing or 
plots. 
• A non-linear novel, that can be read in another way, than from the beginning 
to the end. 
• A story that includes narrative footnotes, that both advances the story, while 
also commenting on it. 
• A novel where the author is not merely the narrator, but also is a character. 
• A story that can anticipate the reader’s reader’s reaction when they are reading 
the story. 
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• Characters who do things, because those actions are what they would expect 
from characters in a story. 
• Characters that show awareness of them being part of a work of fiction. 
• A story within a story (fiction within a fiction). 
• A real and pre-existing piece of fiction, that is being used within a new piece 
of fiction, to give the illusion of the new fictional world, is “reality” - “our 
world”. 
• A novel that uses itself as a prop, be it as an object, or even literary. 
 
With these varieties of metafiction in mind, this study will now present excerpts from 
Raymond Federman’s Double or Nothing, in an attempt to to establish what 
Federman is doing in regards to metafiction. Thereafter, the excerpts will reflect back 
on Surfiction, in an attempt to see what these excerpts, in turn, say about the 
successful, or unsuccessful, application of what Surfiction describes. Lastly, the 
researchers’ interpretation will also be mentioned, so that their own experience (when 
reading) may be voiced, on the given excerpts. 
 
Take a look at the following excerpt: 
“(...) And here goes all his money 
Happens all the time 
But that's not what happens 
She's not a whore 
Just a nice working girl 
At least that's what he thinks to himself 
And since he never got off the subway 
he can imagine anything he wants 
Stupid ass 
If I were in his shoes I wouldn't hesitate a moment 
Once you've committed yourself 
you've got to go on 
So she's holding his arm and they start walking together 
And after a while 
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before he knows what's happening 
he is up in her apartment (...)” 
(Federman 1971:229) 
 
What Federman does here is mention what his protagonist is doing, and then utilize 
the voice of the writer to mention what he would do, if he was in his place. The voice 
of the writer can be simplified in the following excerpt: 
“(...) Stupid ass 
If I were in his shoes I wouldn’t hesitate a moment 
Once you’ve committed yourself 
You’ve got to go on (...)” 
(Federman 1971:229) 
The writer narrates the protagonist, and then proceeds to comment on the narration of 
the protagonist -  and thereby shows awareness of being part of the written work, and 
also leaves a guiding opinion hanging over our protagonist - in turn changing the 
course of the narrations. This constitutes as an example of metafiction. 
 
Following this, what does this excerpt say about Surfiction? 
This excerpt holds true to proposition three of Surfiction, in the regard that here we 
see the writer “(...) making up as he goes along (...)” (Federman 1993:44), and 
furthermore, he also “(...) tell the story of the language he is using (...)” (1993:44).  
Additionally, given the emotion of this comment from the narrator, one can also argue 
that the sense of feeling ‘irritation’ or ‘judgement, is portrayed in this excerpt (44), 
which also holds true to Federman’s proposition three in Surfiction. Lastly, the 
playfulness of the narrator also comes into play in this excerpt, emphasizing the 
essence of the writer as a ‘word-being’ (44). 
 
Having provided proof for Surfiction holding up with this excerpt from Double or 
Nothing, this study will now propose two considerations that will be taken into 
account when interpretation is done on excerpts of metafiction. 
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Firstly, we, as ‘readers’ of the text, are already familiar with Raymond Federman, 
postmodern literature, and metafiction. Therefore, the we cannot interpret the excerpts 
as if being ‘Federman un-familiar’. Instead, we are aware that we are ‘Federman 
familiar’, and will not restrain our own interpretation of the excerpt, by not making 
our knowledge abundantly clear. 
When reading this excerpt, one can see that the writer might share some of Raymond 
Federman’s values, and even though it might be indirectly, the comment on the 
writer’s narration may be seen as being Federman contemplating an episode he, 
himself, might have had with someone from the female gender in his own life. We 
may proceed to interpret the comment made, as Federman’s own reflection, on what 
he (Federman) would have (or should have) done in this scenario. In turn, Federman 
might be lecturing us a bit about what chances to seize, and what signs to read, from 
his very own life experience. 
Given this interpretation, Federman’s proposition four, states that Surfiction “(...) will 
refuse resolution and closure (...) it will always remain an open discourse (...)” (46), 
and also, that Surfiction in turn, is a “(...) product of imagination (...)” (46), and due to 
this, the interpretation adheres to Surfiction’s proposition four, in the way that the 
meaning has been formed collectively with the author, narrator, fictitious being, and 
reader (46). 
 
Let us now turn to the next excerpt, from Raymond Federman’s Double or Nothing, 
where the writer has decided to question the protagonist about a few things: 
“Q. - Is your family still in France? 
A. - No! 
Q. - Where are they? 
A. - Dead. 
Q. - That's sad. But can you be a bit more specific? 
A. - You see they were deported my father my mother and my two 
sisters but usually I don't mention my two sisters because 
then people think you are exaggerating by the Germans to 
a concentration camp I think it was Auschwitz  and they never 
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returned no doubt having been exterminated deliberately X*X*X*X 
we were Jewish and eventually they became lampshades and this 
is why after the war when my uncle ....and also my aunt from 
Africa it was a difficult decision because .... 
Q. -  Please! That's enough. Don't get carried away.” 
(Federman 1971:214) 
Here, Federman utilizes the writer to question the protagonist about who he (the 
protagonist) is. He does this in an attempt to learn more about the protagonist, and 
gives him a voice of his own, that is not controlled by the writer – the writer 
communicates with the protagonist, in the novel by Raymond Federman. In regards to 
communication between these two characters of the book, the writer (that writes the 
protagonist’s story) and the protagonist (who is procedurally generated and developed 
upon by the writer) one can say that what Federman really is doing, is that he is 
allowing the writer, in Federman’s book, to speak to the protagonist, in the writer’s 
story - which constitutes a metafictional level of dialogue between them, as both of 
them do not exist on the same level, or the same reality, as the other. The writer is a 
creator, and the protagonist is a product. Federman has managed to do this, by 
blurring the lines between the realities that both of these characters inhabit. To clarify, 
if a painter were to paint a portrait, and that portrait began to indulge in dialogue with 
the painter, then that would also be resonating ‘meta’ in high regard - a metaphor to 
simplify. 
Following this, what does this excerpt say about Surfiction? 
This excerpt adheres to the several propositions from Surfiction. To begin with 
proposition two, when speaking of disobeying logical transitions (Federman 1993:42) 
the excerpt showcases where the novel jumps into being an interview (or 
interrogation) between the writer and the protagonist. It might be seen as being very 
unconventional to question the in-development protagonist by the writer, and when 
the writer learns more about the protagonist through this mechanism, then the cause 
and effects also might shape, and alter, both the protagonist and the structure of the 
novel (1993:42). Furthermore, this excerpt also creates “(...) a kind of writing, a kind 
of discourse whose shape will be an interrogation, and endless interrogation of what it 
is doing while doing it (...)” (43), which further comply with Surfiction’s proposition 
two. 
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Additionally, elements from Surfiction’s proposition three can also be identified in 
the excerpt. 
The author telling his story, through the writer, who requires the protagonist to tell the 
writer’s story, that through the answers of the dialogue (between writer and 
protagonist), ultimately shapes the opinion that the writer has on the protagonist (44). 
Furthermore, the writer does not care about anything else than his role in the novel 
(45) - to create his story, and to develop the protagonist. 
Moving onto the interpretation, done by us as readers, it should be mentioned, again, 
that the we recognize ourselves as being ‘Federman familiar’, and will now interpret 
this excerpt accordingly. 
We directly recognized the very different personalities at play in this dialogue 
between writer and protagonist. The writer wants short and clearly phrased answers, 
so that he might return to developing the protagonist. The protagonist, however, wants 
to reply in detail and tell ‘his’ full story in regards to the questions he is asked. We 
recognize the mention of Auschwitz, being French and also Jewish, as well as the 
death of the protagonist entire family, as being something that seeps through 
Federman’s novels. Our subsequent interpretation, in combination with the 
background knowledge of Federman, is that the protagonist life story is very similar 
(if not identical) to Raymond Federman’s. Furthermore, the voice of the writer comes 
through more as a self-reflective voice for Federman, and it is especially interesting to 
see how the writer (when good detail is provided) prefers to silence the protagonist 
(Federman?) when he begins to ramble from the bottom of his heart. This dialogue 
can be interpreted as a possible way for Federman to display how it is not always 
possible for him to put into words, what happened in his life, and therefore he needs 
to (or maybe he must?) speak through his word-beings. 
A specific part of the excerpt should also be pointed out: 
“(...) and they never 
returned no doubt having been exterminated deliberately X*X*X*X (...)” 
(Federman 1971:214) 
These four bold X’s appear not once, but twice, in the book Double or Nothing. Given 
the placement, and context, of these X’s, an additional excerpt will be shown, which 
will be used as grounds for the interpretation: 
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(Federman 1971:11.1) 
By linking this excerpt to the other, with emphasis on the X’s, what these four X 
consonants, that are emphasized in bold, mean in Raymond Federman’s Double or 
Nothing can be interpreted. 
To begin with, the second mention of the four bold X’s appears late in the book, more 
specifically on page 214, and here we are given some specifics as to whether the 
protagonist’s parents and family are alive or not. The protagonist thinks that his 
family died in Auschwitz, in addition to mentioning that the four family members: 
father, mother, and two sisters - were Jewish. It may be no mere coincidence that both 
the X’s, and the text surrounding the family of the protagonist's demise, are both 
emphasized with bold, as if it is a textual marker to talk about ‘something’ that stands 
out. Furthermore, with this emphasis on the text in bold in mind, the other mention of 
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the four X’s appear in the excerpt above on page 11.1, where the text that is 
emphasized here is: “(...) remember? (...) X*X*X*X (...) (swastika) (...) (and) Damn 
good story!” (1971:11.1).  
 
By utilizing close-reading of these two examples of bold text, in combination with the 
four X’s, and the mention of Auschwitz, in addition to displaying the swastika, we 
may interpret that these two excerpts from the novel, is visual and textual evidence for 
the story to step ‘out of bounds’, and showcase Federman’s ‘own’ story. To clarify, 
the text in bold can speak for itself, saying: remember my family, that were killed by 
the nazi’s? That would be a damn good story!.  
 
It should be emphasized, that this interpretation was made after having done a close-
reading of Raymond Federman’s Critifiction and Double or Nothing, but to further 
enforce this interpretation, there might be even more basis for this interpretation, 
which will now be presented. 
 
Firstly, the excerpt with the swastika (11.1) has the title Digression on potatoes (260) 
in the ‘tucked away’ table of contents that appear in the back of Double or Nothing, 
and per definition the word digress means: “to deviate or wander away from the main 
topic or purpose in speaking or writing (...)” (Dictionary.com n.d), which (despite 
being present first in the unconventional last chapter of the book) is a viable claim for 
the excerpts regarding the X’s as having a deeper meaning than initially thought. 
 
Secondly, given the timeline of the material that this study is working with, namely 
Double or Nothing from 1971 and Critifiction from 1993, we sought out comments on 
the four X’s through newer material concerning Raymond Federman. Through the 
book Federman’s Fictions: Innovation, Theory, and the Holocaust by Jeffrey R. Di 
Leo, one is able to learn that “(...) Federman marks (...) his own Holocaust story as 
“X*X*X*X” : (...) the absence of the four members of his family  who disappeared 
on the other side of the closed closet door and were lost forever in Auschwitz (...)” 
(Di Leo 2012:48). Moreover, the four X’s which constitute Raymond Federman’s lost 
family members (father, mother and two sisters), and his trauma from this episode, 
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can be interpreted as what is seeping through the ‘cracks’ of his novel Double or 
Nothing. Additionally, it can be concluded, that perhaps the better way to analyze the 
excerpt on page 11.1, would be to point out why Federman does not feel the need to 
tell ‘his’ story now, but rather “(...) next time” (Federman 1971:11.1). An argument 
for this can be found under proposition two of Surfiction, where it is mentioned that 
“(...) fiction will become the metaphor of its own narrative progress, and will establish 
and generate itself as it writes itself” (Federman 1993:43), which is to say, that 
although Federman might have intended to include his ‘own’ Holocaust story, he let 
his story establish and generate itself as it came along. Furthermore, as there are no 
limits as to how the author includes concrete experiences, imagination, and even the 
progress of the story he is continuously inventing (1993:44), the close look at the 
meaning of the X’s in regards to Federman’s hidden meaning adheres to the ruleset of 
Surfiction according to proposition three. 
 
Lastly, given that the analysis of the metafictional aspects in Double or Nothing has 
been composed of challenging it against Critifiction’s propositions in regards to 
Surfiction, the focus of this research has been on examining if Federman’s first novel 
followed the rules of the propositions, that were published twenty-two years after. 
 
Consequently, in accordance with proposition four of Surfiction, it is the reader’s, and 
their subjective interpretations, that hold great power when participating in the novel 
(1993:46), and as readers, the researchers have interpreted and “(...) invented a 
meaning (...)” (46). 
 
To summarize, through the analysis, interpretation, and meaning making elaborated 
on with the use of excerpts in regards to the metafictional aspects of Federman’s 
Double or Nothing in conjunction with the propositions of Surifiction from 
Federman’s Critifiction, the presence of the author has been revealed through 
employing the role of the reader, so that we were able to interact with the text, and in 
turn find the author within the discourse. This has been done through using close-
reading of the material, meaning making, as well as having knowledge of the 
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biographical characteristics of Raymond Federman that are too similar to be a mere 
coincidence. 
 
As metafiction has been closely tied to the word-beings throughout this part of the 
analysis, we will proceed to analyze these word-beings so that we can investigate the 
relationship between the author and reader when reading Double or Nothing - with 
emphasis on the four word-beings detectable within the pages of Federman’s novel, as 
well as two additional ones that can be argued to play a prominent role in the 
discourse. 
 
2.5.1 – The Persons as Word-beings 
In literature, characters are essentially the life of the literature that allow us to relate 
and create emotions such as “(...) curiosity and fascination, affection and dislike, 
admiration and condemnation” (Bennett & Royle 2005:60). Although, given that the 
characters in Double or Nothing are in constant development throughout the book, it 
should be stated that we will take our focus on analyzing, and interpreting, the 
different narrative persons throughout the novel. One may say there is more substance 
to be found in these persons, which Surfiction labels as ‘word-beings’, since the 
function of these word-beings are clearly stated, and because the characters in the 
novel are never truly finalized. To emphasize, we choose to relate and ‘feel’ with the 
word-beings, given that they are our point of interest when analyzing and interpreting 
Raymond Federman’s Double or Nothing. The following analysis will interpret the 
role that each of the persons in Federman’s Double or Nothing employ. 
 
To begin with, the novel is open about the persons that inhabit its pages, and in the 
beginning pages of the book, we are introduced to the explicit characteristics of the 
the first three persons, and briefly to the fourth. With this in mind, a closer look will 
be taken on these persons, and a brief explanation to some of their characteristics will 
be presented, so that the reader of this project will have the required knowledge of 
them, before we dive deeper into analysis and interpretation. The analysis of the first 
three persons will create a required basis for talking about the fourth person. 
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Firstly, the first person is the recorder, the stubborn and determined middle-aged 
man, who, despite being very inexperienced in recording, as well as being a bad 
typist, is adamant and persistent about wanting to record everything that the second 
person does, or doesn't do (Federman 1971:00). 
 
Secondly, the second person is the writer, the paranoid, irresponsible gambler, that 
decides to lock himself in a room for a year to write the story of the third person, the 
protagonist. The writer has to plan every resource he needs for that year, but since he 
does so the day before locking himself in the room, and with a limited budget, he 
spends a lot of time trying to figure out how to do so. The writer has to plan what he 
will need mentally and physically, in the room that he locks himself in, so that he can 
focus on writing and developing the third person (1971:000-0000). The writer keeps 
telling himself that if he does not do this, he will not be able to concentrate on writing, 
and in turn that it will become the reason that he will not be able to produce the story 
of the third person. 
 
The third person is the protagonist of the second person’s story, and the protagonist is 
concerned with the second person portraying him as precisely, and as concretely as 
possible, so that he may play a meaningful role in his story. Apart from being shy, 
young, French and Jewish, the protagonist also concerns himself with not having a 
voice, or an identity or path as such, before the second person develops and creates 
those for him (00000). As such, the protagonist does not fully exist in the story unless 
the second person (the writer), produces him in detail. 
 
The fourth person is mentioned briefly in a ‘footnote’ that is not really a footnote 
(000000000.0), which could be due to the inexperienced recorder writing that 
segment. Furthermore, the fourth person is explained as being “(...) Someone to 
control organize supervise if you wish the activities and relations of the other three 
persons (...)” (000000000.0), and as such, is the hidden someone, that is in charge of 
creating unity between the first three persons. Without the fourth person, this guiding 
voice between the three other persons, the novel story simply cannot happen. 
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Having introduced the first three explicit persons, and the fourth ‘hidden’ person, we 
will now analyze and interpret what the interplay between these four persons does for 
the novel. Furthermore, we will also hold our interpretation and meaning-making, as 
findings, up against what Raymond Federman’s notions about Surfiction have to say 
about that. Finally, an argument for why there may, in fact, be more than four persons 
inhabiting Double or Nothing, will also be presented. 
 
2.5.2 – The Interplay of Fours 
As mentioned in the previous segment, the three explicit persons (recorder, writer and 
narrator), are all dependent on each other in one way or the other. The recorder would 
not have a function if he would not have someone to ‘record’. The writer’s rambling 
about what things he needs, to be able to write the story of the protagonist, would not 
be present if the recorder would not write the writer’s process down as well as writing 
down what the writer is doing with the protagonist. Furthermore, the writer would not 
hold the function of the writer if he did not have a story to write – although if he 
would not be writing the story of the protagonist, then his story would simply be 
about the resources needed for writing a story – effectively eliminating the 
protagonist role. The protagonist is dependent on the writer to do his writing, so that 
he can exist, and even more dependent on the writer to make choices about the 
protagonist. 
 
This relationship between these three persons is a curious one, as as many things are 
left unsaid, and there seems to be deliberate holes in the plot in an attempt (and a 
successful one at that) to cause confusion. Federman shows the progression of the 
novel, and at the same time jumps back and forth between the persons to give insight 
into what happens during the process of writing a novel. 
 
This constant development of the protagonist, that the writer deals with, can be seen 
in this excerpt from Double or Nothing, where the writer seems displeased about 
having sort-of decided on naming the protagonist Robert: 
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“I have to do something about Robert  I don't really like Robert 
It's neither French nor American  It's both  It's nothing.  Change it: 
Solomon!  a lot of French Jews were called that but they changed their names 
during the 
war. I don't think there is a Solomon left in France today. 
A guy would have to be crazy or masochistic to keep a name like that.” 
(Federman 1971:69) 
Here we see the writer’s considerations for naming the protagonist, but by 
remembering the historical facts about the French Jews renaming themselves after the 
Second World War, he reconsiders, and begins to think the following thoughts: 
	   52	  
 
(Federman 1971:70) 
Here, the fear of the writer for perhaps hitting it a bit too close to home, because “(...) 
people will start identifying me with him (...) that’s dangerous must avoid that” 
(1971:70), and despite not knowing the writer’s name, there are some obvious points 
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that cannot be avoided in this excerpt in speculating whether or not it is Federman 
himself we are talking about. “Nothing beyond the boat (...) I mean nothing in the past 
(...)” (71), is an example of where we see the writer ‘slip’, in that, as mentioned in the 
metafictional section, he does not exactly reveal too much of himself (since we have 
no idea who he is), but rather that he does not want to speak about what happens after 
the protagonist arrives in America from France, and then clarifies, that what he means 
is that nothing before the boat, should be mentioned, given that the readers of the 
book might then be able to figure out who he is. 
Eventually, the writer goes to great lengths with considering what name to pick for 
the protagonist, and as the recorder is recording this process and considerations of the 
writer, the writer finally decides on what to name the protagonist. In the following 
excerpt, the transition from the recorder’s recordings leading into the writer’s 
decision, can be seen as it is happening, and as the process of coming up with a name 
for the protagonist, is taking place: 
“Could make a whole list and let whoever wants to decide decide which name he likes 
best–or better yet let him choose a name at random from the given list of names–
given anywhere and anytime at the pleasure of whoever is furnishing the list–thus 
allowing whoever decides he wants a name for the person whose story is currently 
being told and he is in the process of reading–assuming of course 
that he has the courage and the patience to go on to the end or at least far enough into 
the story to need to choose a name………. 
Why not               Boris 
       ? 
       ? 
     Boris 
        ! 
        ! 
That's a good name.” 
(Federman 1971:115). 
This excerpt showcases the considerations given from the recorder, as to how the 
story, as it develops, and the indecisiveness that has been looping around finding the 
name for the protagonist of the story, might be solved by having the readers of the 
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story simply pick a name from the various names that have already been considered 
so that the story can continue and no more time will be reserved for finding a name. 
Although, before this recording from the recorder is finished, the writer manages to 
come to a decision, and chooses to name the protagonist Boris. 
These excerpts regarding the naming of the protagonist, are grounds for arguing that 
the writer is not really creating a character for his story, but rather that the writer 
writes about the  process of the making of the making of the protagonist – who ends 
up being named Boris. 
 
It is as if the writer refuses to make Boris a character in the story, and as the elements 
of his story, the background, the girls, the name of the Uncle, keep being changed 
around – the protagonist Boris is not given any closed timeline or future in the 
literature. 
 
This element gives the protagonist no full existence in the story. But, perhaps it is 
exactly this notion, that is the element that makes Boris seem less real (in regards to 
how usual literary characters are constructed) to begin with, and due to this 
development craze of the writer, that insists on keeping Boris ‘open’ and in limbo, 
this somehow ends up making him more real than any literary character could ever 
have been. Furthermore, this also makes him incredibly similar to a real person, due 
to the fact that Boris always has to look towards the future, and be ready to act 
accordingly, to what the writer might decide should end up happening to him. Boris, 
of course, is not able to realize this undisclosed human notion, as he is but a character 
in development, in a story. 
Following this, what do these relations between the three persons, say about 
Surfiction? 
Given the interplay between the three persons narratives not being logical when 
transitioning, and the effects or causes of this non-linear path when these shifts 
happen, this holds true to Surfiction’s proposition two (Federman 1993:42). 
Additionally, the simultaneous sequence displayed above, where the recorder and the 
writer are wondering what to do with the protagonist’s first name, also adheres to 
what Surfiction says about simultaneous scenes (1993:42). Furthermore, the parody of 
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these two persons considering the process of what should be done when naming the 
protagonist, employs the element of “(...) mocking (...) what it will say” (43), and as 
such, it displays self-reflexiveness in the process of developing itself as a text and a 
story in “(...) what it is doing while doing it (...)” (43). In accordance with proposition 
three of Surfiction, the interplay between these persons are both limitless and 
necessary, as “Everything can be said must be said in any possible way” (44), and 
also that the considerations going through the writer’s mind, and that very process 
that the recorder is tracking, as well as how those things affect the protagonist Boris, 
are the telling of the story of the story that the writer is in the process of inventing 
(44). In addition, the irrational and playful persons that are present in Raymond 
Federman’s Double or Nothing, are simply an element of the discourse that the novel 
ends up being, as proposition three also states (44). The blurring of the lines between 
life and fiction, constitutes “(...) more complex, more genuine, more authentic, more 
true to life in fact (...)” (44) characters, since they are not just characters in a story 
anymore, but rather imitations of real people, and as such word-beings in the 
discourse (44). The slippery slope of finding Boris (the protagonist) his name, allows 
the protagonist to, as Surfiction says: “(...) be present to its own making, present also 
to its own unmaking” (45). As such, the indecisiveness of picking a name for the 
protagonist is not a hindrance in accordance with Surfiction, but rather the tool that 
allows the in-development protagonist to observe his process of development. 
Furthermore, because all of these word-beings are ‘stuck’ in the text, it allows them to 
be committed to the function they play in the discourse that they are part of – as they 
are shaped in “(...) linguistic fragments often disassociated from one another (...)” 
(45). Therefore, this entrapment within the text, allows the word-beings to fully focus 
on their function in the text, but at the same time allows them to be “(...) amoral, 
irrational and irresponsible (...)” (45). 
To conclude, the presentations of the three explicit and the fourth ‘hidden’, persons, 
or word-beings in this segment, in conjunction with the analysis of their relation, as 
well as with what Surfiction have to say about this, deem that both the interpretation 
of the functions that the word-beings play, exemplify how they adhere to Surfiction’s 
propositions. 
In addition to this concluding remark, it is fitting to emphasize that this 
communication happening between the word-beings narrative levels goes against the 
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usual codes of conduct, a transgression if you like, but due to the nature of 
Surfiction’s propositions, it can rather be argued that the ‘bridge’ that allows the 
word-beings to narrate the story in unison across logically distinct levels, can also be 
called metalepsis (Grethlein & Rengakos 2009:88). 
 
2.5.3 – The Meta Unravels 
Having primarily focused on the three explicit word-beings presented in Raymond 
Federman’s novel Double or Nothing, this segment will take its interest in the 
‘hidden’ fourth person, who (like all the others) also plays an important role in the 
discourse, as well as take a look at the unraveling of the four word-beings. 
Throughout the novel’s progression, we have felt a guiding force that has been 
seeping through the pages, and rather than calling the fourth word-being, simply that, 
we would like to suggest that he should rather be called the supervisor – as he is the 
one supervising the three other word-beings, and also is the one reminding them to 
stay focused on their function (no matter the freedom that is given to that function). 
An interesting point, in regards to the supervisor, is in the reluctance of naming, more 
specifically when speaking about not revealing too much, which happens both when 
the writer talks about using his own first name (Federman 1971:70), and also when 
the writer mentions that “Nobody goes around giving his last name unless he’s asked 
to when speaking in the first person (...) let us therefore ignore this matter at this 
time” (1971:68.1). It seems that whenever names can lead back to revealing the 
identity of the writer, the writer seems to rather quickly deviate away from delving 
deeper on the matter, and “That’s the problem with talking too much. Eventually you 
reveal yourself” (220). With emphasis on the word reveal, it seems as if the 
supervisor actively hides himself throughout the whole book, that is, until the reader 
turns to the un-numbered last page of the book, hidden-behind two blank white pages, 
and not mentioned in the lately revealed table of contents. Here it is mentioned that: 
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“Warning: The Author (that is to say the fourth person) is solely responsible ---and 
not 
the editor 
the printer 
the designer 
the pagemaker 
the publisher 
nor the protagonist (third person) 
the inventor (second person) 
the recorder (first person) 
nor anyone else (known or unknown) 
for any typing and typographical mistakes 
factual errors 
misrepresentations 
miscalculations 
misconceptions 
conneries 
saloperies 
obscenities 
immoralities 
stupidities 
n'doodlings 
or anything else (visible or invisible) 
that the potential reader (commentator or critic) of 
this discourse may find objectionable!” 
(Federman 1971:no pagination) 
What Federman does here is reveal himself as having been part of the the novel all 
along. He conceals himself throughout the whole novel, Double or Nothing, hinting at 
the very beginning that there is a fourth person, teases with biographical similarities 
between him and Boris, as well as subtly steering the word-beings away from giving 
away too much information. 
Why does Federman feel the need to try so hard to hide himself in his own book, 
under the pseudonym of supervisor and fourth word-being? Not only does he not 
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explicitly appear in the text until the very last page of the book, that on top of the page 
not being numbered, mentioned in the late table of contents, is also hidden behind two 
blank pages, that to the average reader might have been easily missed. He even goes 
to lengths of mentioning, that he is “(...) solely responsible (...) (270), and of course 
he is, given that he, Federman, wrote the novel. 
 
Another thought emerges, in the shape of that while we do not think that Federman 
gives enough clarity as to why he is ‘hiding’ in the back of his own book, except for 
perhaps teasing his readers, it could be suggested that he may be utilizing the freedom 
that he possesses within the pages of his own discourse, to tell his own story – in 
fragments. 
 
To elaborate on this: we know that from Federman’s own life experience with losing 
his family to the Auschwitz concentration-camp, being French, being Jewish, coming 
to America after the Second World War, as well as being a writer, that it is no mere 
coincidence that the similarities between the writer, Boris, and Federman, are so 
immense. 
 
With this in mind, maybe Federman only dares to reveal himself through his word-
beings, but not in full disclosure, because that would be too much. This, we interpret 
as being Federman, possibly inadvertently, displaying the alternatives to traditional 
Western narratives, on the notion of what role this Western narrative had, somewhat, 
in the Second World War and in the Holocaust. This interpretation can be seen as far-
fetched, although we feel that with the blatantly anxious personification of Federman 
himself, it is not unlikely that Federman, when releasing his first novel was in fact, 
still ‘hiding’. The fourth person is then to be concluded to be Federman, but more 
specifically, the discourse of Federman, as he is intentionally written into the novel, 
be it in an explicit or implicit manner. 
 
With the in-depth analysis of the fourth person, we will now suggest as to why there 
may in fact still be additional persons to add to the list in Double or Nothing.  
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2.5.4 – Two Additional Persons 
Where Raymond Federman exists in the discourse of Double or Nothing, he also 
physically stands outside of it as the physical being of Raymond Federman, the author 
– and this, too, is yet another person within the creation of the novel. Within the 
Surfictional framework, a writer can not escape himself, as even if the novel had no 
clear autobiographical elements, a piece of literature will always contain the essence 
of its author, as the processes of existence within the fictional world and physical 
world are interlinked. All discourse must originate from somewhere, and is then only 
layered with additional discourses of different narrative level and meaning. Perhaps 
the fifth person is, in this regard, the purest of them all – with a little fine-tuning of 
the antenna he can, in fact, seem the most exposed, as with the Surfictional 
awareness, he is the foundation for all further discourse within a piece. After all, as 
Federman states in the third proposition of Surfiction, "The writer(just as fictitious as 
his creation) will only be the point of junction (the source and the recipient ) of all the 
elements of fiction. The story that he will be writing will also write him, just as it will 
write the reader who gives meaning to the story as he reads it" (45). 
And there we have the sixth and final person of Double or Nothing: the reader. A free 
agent n Surfiction, the reader, by adding his own discourse to the mix, is the one to 
finalize the piece of literature. Instead of a simple receiver, the reader is a giver-of-
meaning alongside the author. To refresh our memory, let's look at Federman's fourth 
proposition again: "It is this total and free participation in the fiction that will give the 
reader the sense of having invented a meaning ... [The writer] will simply stand on 
equal footing with the reader in their efforts to make sense out of a language common 
to both of them" (46). The reader therefore constructs and ties together the authors' 
and further discourses' Surfictional bonds – and, thus, creates. In addition, he is also 
armed with the ultimate radical factor of his own unique self and existance (this 
varying from one moment to another), which finalizes what Double or Nothing is, at 
any specific time, and with any specific reader.   
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4 – Conclusion 
One might argue, that in overruling the importance of traditional syntax, linearity and 
text progressing from the left side of the page to the right, and instead calling for 
discourse to remain ever-open and for the words to run in whichever order they 
please, as well as even inviting the fiction to appear illogical, Federman essentially 
paves the way for Surfiction to be unabashedly and freely weird. The only 
prerequisite for Surfiction to justify its existence would, following this train of 
thought, be that it remain self-reflexive – in other words, whatever a novel may 
contain would be granted value, as long as it remembers to comment upon itself and 
maintain awareness of its own quirks. Furthermore, by granting the reader such 
authority in orchestrating both the reading process as well as the overall experience of 
a Surfictional novel through interpretation, whatever the novel in the hands of any 
given reader may end up being, seems, similarly, quite impossible to assess 
beforehand. 
 
If indeed the arena of Surfiction is as allowing as it seems, then how can we deem one 
Surfictional novel more or less successful than another? Is it the one with less logic 
and more oddity that triumphs, or the one that more often comments on itself, or 
better yet, keeps on commenting on itself commenting on itself? It seems that 
Surfiction can be mostly anything – and if it can be anything, then there is nothing 
that it, in turn, cannot be. Can we then conclude, that, if self-reflexive, Surfiction can 
never be wrong? If so, Federman will have created a neat nest of possibilities for 
himself, a safe haven, of sorts, for the writer to play in as he pleases. Why the need 
for this? Perhaps it is a counterstatement to the world of endless rules, restrictions and 
categories we all otherwise operate under. Postmodernism looks both back and ahead, 
and it is this element of awareness that characterizes it and highlights it in the mass of 
other literature. In re-inventing the novel as less of an end result, but rather as an 
ongoing process of cocreation between the writer and a reader, a postmodern, or 
Surfictional, novel can never be complete or universally defined. And perhaps that is 
needed: in a world where everything has already been said, it may seem that all that is 
left is re-evaluating and negating, or at least negotiating, that which has been said. 
Perhaps writers need the "permission" granted by Federman to succumb to the 
everythingness and nothingness of fiction through Surfictional means, and, as a 
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movement extraordinarily aware of its own development during said development, it 
may serve as a hypothetical time machine for literature to predict and speculate how 
it, itself, may turn out in the next phase of history. It is within the freedom that 
literature can examine itself, perhaps with no clear goal, most like its ultimate purpose 
being the search for a goal never to be found. 
 
In addition, with the role of the reader so heavily emphasized, where, exactly, does 
this leave the writer? Given that the reader enjoys such power in the ultimate 
meaning-making of a Surfictional piece, it seems as if the responsibility of the author 
in conveying his message through a novel is lessened, and shifted toward the receiver. 
If left with a dissatisfactory reading experience, is it the reader then, with this logic, 
who can fail? Seeing as the writer can do anything as long as he remains reflective, 
and the reader's role as co-creator is highlighted, one might argue, that in essence, 
Surfiction is positioned to be extremely writer-friendly, but for the reader, it is not so. 
While it seems flattering to be assigned co-creatorship, the weight of the work also 
seems heavy. Perhaps that is it: with this much freedom given, it is as if gravity has 
been lifted, and all particles of creation are left to float in whatever direction they 
please. It isn't until the reader, serving as glue, enters the picture, and draws the 
particles in and arranges them into an order or his choice, that anything begins to 
exist. Freedom requires certain constraints, and it is through limitations that anything 
can reach notable form. 
 
On the other hand, it is intriguing to play with the idea of Surfiction in other contexts, 
too. Naturally, had there been more time and resources for the execution of this 
project, it would have been interesting to decipher, how well Federman's ideas are 
manifested in, say, other pieces of postmodern literature by other authors – a writer 
widely considered to successfully encapsulate the essence of postmodernism, such as 
Kurt Vonnegut with his Slaughterhouse-Five, for instance, would prove ample ground 
for further assessing the reality and possibilities of Surfiction by incorporating a 
different point of view. But what if we adopted the Surfictional approach as a certain 
set of spectacles, through which to examine other types of literature as well? If 
looking at Dostoyevsky's Crime and Punishment, for one, and a similarly responsible 
reader role, it would appear that, like the fictions of Federman, we would also find 
ourselves with countless different Crime and Punishments, as the reader would then 
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shape the existence of the novel autonomously time and time again. As the Greek 
philosopher Heraclitus famously said, "no man ever steps in the same river twice", as 
from one moment to another, the man is never the same, nor is the river. There would 
then not only be an amount of different Crime and Punishments correlating with the 
number of its different readers, but one reader would also create multiple novels, as 
each reading experience is always unique. Following this, no reading experience, and 
therefore the novel being experienced, will ever remain a fixed entity either. With this 
perspective, how can any piece of literature then be valued and weighed?   
 
Lastly, there is another type of role-of-reader, the existence and impact of which we 
cannot deny. Ideologies aside, no matter how much freedom an author would possess, 
his ultimate goal would have to be that of pleasing his reader at the end, in one way or 
another. If a fiction, be it Sur- or otherwise, were simply unapproachable, no reader 
would pick it up to even begin to give meaning to it. In this regard, there is a limit to 
the possibilities of Surfiction, and whether purposefully or not, Federman himself 
obeys those limits as well. If the form of the novel enjoys so many necessary liberties, 
then why are the pages of Double or Nothing, though peculiar and unconventional at 
sight, still numbered? While at it, why still produce a book of a rectangle shape, of a 
front cover and a back, and with white paper in between? Furthermore, why even tie 
the novel down in book-form  – what is there, then, to stop it from being presented in 
the form of a novel-sculpture or some sort, a Surfictional song, or some other type of 
discourse that Surfiction so calls for? These visualizations appear ridiculous, but in 
fact, are simply a caricature-like view of what Federman writes – and thus, not far 
from the truth, as they could well be Surfictionally justified. Much like anything, 
really, as when discussing what Federman's Surfiction is from the perspective of, 
exactly that, Federman's Surfiction, we end up circulating a rather delicious literary 
loop – much like Federman's Surfiction. 
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4.1 – Where Next? 
When taking into consideration how this project could go deeper into the essence of 
the relationship between the author and the reader, it would be of great interest to see 
how the project would have turned out if an additional novel would have been paired 
up against Double or Nothing. This would allow the scope of the literature, and of the 
now two authors, to further demonstrate how multiple meanings of two pieces of 
literature co-operate with the multiple meanings and interpretations of the readers, 
when put up against the Surfictional propositions that Federman presents. 
 
Additionally, finding an opposition for Surfiction, something that contains more 
constraints and less freedom than Surfiction, would also allow the project to not only 
filter the two novels through these filters. It would thus also allow the project to 
showcase how different propositions as to how postmodern literature (or any 
literature) should be, and affect what the authors and readers role in the story may be, 
and how these would impact the fiction. 
 
Furthermore, a different approach to the project could also be taken by looking at how 
the construction of a specific kind of literature, such as the crime novel, through the 
Surfictional propositions, might look. As the novel would have to be reflexive, as well 
as being open for multiple endings as to who the culprit of a crime committed may be, 
it might be necessary for the reader to play an even larger role, in constructing the 
plot, than what is seen in Double or Nothing. Additionally, this notion of allowing for 
multiple choices, in who the reader suspects the culprit might be, could be argued to 
be the approach to and the development of, what eventually has turned into what is 
known as an interactive novel in today’s day and age. In short, a Surfictional crime 
novel would utilize the autonomy of the reader in offering them pre-constructed 
options to choose from, and the novel would then unravel accordingly, while still 
maintaining the radical factor of Surfictional unpredictability. What would be 
interesting about this approach, is also how the notion of the purposely open text of 
the Surfictional discourse, might also constitute a troublesome relationship between 
what the reader understands and makes sense of, and what the author is actually 
saying. 
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Lastly, given that Federman is present throughout his book Double or Nothing, 
another approach to the study could also be done with the focus of how the author, 
Raymond Federman, uses his novels and the writing within them, as therapy. 
Federman has trauma concerning his background, and as this is seen with subtle hints 
over the course of the book. It might be interesting to see how Federman expresses his 
own story, through his word-beings in his books, to have developed over the course of 
his writing career. This would be done with comparing Federman’s first novel with 
possibly his last, so that we might see how Federman has, or has not, grown more 
confident in revealing that he is the one telling his story. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   65	  
5 – Bibliography 
5.1 – Books 
• Baudrillard, Jean. 1994, Simulacra and Simulation, University of Michigan 
Press, Michigan. 
 
• Barry, Peter. 2002, Beginning Theory: An Introduction to Literary and 
Cultural Theory, Manchester University Press, New York. 
 
• Bennett, A. & Royle, N. 1995, An Introduction to Literature, Criticism and 
Theory, Pearson Education Limited, Great Britain. 
 
• Di Leo, Jeffrey R. 2012, Federman’s Fictions: Innovation, Theory, and the 
Holocaust, State University of New York Press, Albany. 
 
• Federman, Raymond. 1971, Double or Nothing, Swallow Press, Chicago. 
 
• Federman, Raymond. 1993, Critifiction: Postmodern Essays, State University 
of New York Press, Albany. 
 
• Grethlein, J. & Rengakos, A. (eds) 2009, Narratology and Interpretation: The 
Content of Narrative Form in Ancient Literature, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin. 
 
• McHale Brian. 1987, Postmodernist Fiction, Routledge, London. 
 
• Saunders, M., Lewis, P., Thornhill, A. 2015 Research Methods for Business 
Students, 7th edn, Pearson Education Limited, Great Britain. 
 
 
 	  	  
	   66	  
5.2 – Online sources  
 
• Georgetown n.d. Lyotard, Jean-Francois, The Postmodern Condition: A 
Report on Knowledge Translation from the French by Geoff Bennington and 
Brian Massumi. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1993, viewed 16 
December 2015, <http://faculty.georgetown.edu/irvinem/theory/Lyotard-
PostModernCondition1-5.html>. 
 
• Dictionary.com n.d, Digress, viewed 16 December 2015, 
<http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/digress?s=t>. 
 
• Fox, M. 2009, ‘Raymond Federman, Avant-Garde Novelist and Beckett 
Scholar, Dies at 81’, The New York Times, 12 October, viewed 16 December 
2015, < http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/13/books/13federman.html?_r=0>. 
 
• PROJECT MUSE, 2009, ‘Postfederman’, PROJECT MUSE, viewed 16 
December 2015, < http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/abr/summary/v031/31.1.di-
leo.html>. 
